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April 3.2017

The Honorable Scott Pruitt
Administrator

LS. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue. NW
Washington, DC 20460

Dear Administrator Pruitt:

The Clean Water Rule (80 FR 37053) clarified the scope of waters protected under the 1972
Clean Water Act. the primary federal flaw governing water pollution. The final rule was based
not only on legal precedent. but decades of peer-reviewed science, ageney expertise. and
experience implementing the Clean Water Act nationwide.n

Section 3 of Executive Order 13778 directs EPA and the Army Corps of Engineers to consider
weakening the rules significantly, based on one opinion in Rapanos v. United States, 547 ULS.
713 (2006).2 A majority of the Supreme Court rejected that opinion. and it does not reflect the
body of precedent implementing the Clean Water Act. Therefore. we are concerned of the threat
that Executive Order 13778 poses to critical wetlands and to streams. including streams that feed
mnto the drinking water supplies of 117 million Americans,s

We respectiully request a response that addresses the following:

* Incomplying with Executive Order 13778, will you guarantee that drinking water quality
will not be worse for the 117 million Americans who receive drinking water {rom public
water systems that draw supply from seasonal. rain-dependent., or headwater streams?

*  linder any potential revision of the rule. protections for critical streams may be lifted.
crasing sateguards to prevent chronic contamination. Such a scenario could require the
addition of expensive water puritication technologies to ensure drinking water suppliced
by these waters would be safe. What would be the financial burden to municipalities
supplying water? Has EPA analyzed how residential and commercial water might be
impacted?

» Furthermore. chronic contamination of streams may require communitics to explore
alternative drinking water sources. Please provide specific case estimates of potential
incurred costs for adopting alternative water sources for these communities. Please list
cominunities that do not have reasonable alternative water sources.

; Federal Register, Clean Water Rule: Definition of " Waters of the United States.” FPA -HQ-OW--2011 0880;
FRL. 9927 20-0OW.

» Federal Register. Fxecutive Order 13778 of February 28. 2017, Restoring the Rule of Law, Federalism. and
Economic Growth by Reviewing the “Waters of the United States™ Rule,

<LLS. Eavironmental Protection Agency. Geographic Information Svstems Analvsis of the Surface Drinking Water
Provided by intermittent, L: phumml and de\\dtu Streams in the U.S. ity
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and priorities of states, the electric power scctor and the public, gives states and electric utilitics
the time and flexibility to meet reasonable carbon pollution emissions reduction targets, allowing
five years until reductions need to begin. The Clean Power Plan provides both long-term
certainty for our nation’s power sector, and tools to enable the more than two dozen states that
have policies either limiting power sector CO2 emissions, or expanding renewable energy, to
integrate those policies with a national program.

Rescinding the Clean Power Plan also means that Americans will never realize its numerous
health and economic benefits. The EPA cstimated the Clean Power Plan would cut emissions
from power plants 32 percent below 2012 levels by 2030. In 2030, the pollution standards will
deliver climate and health benefits of up to $90 billion dollars and reduce houschold energy
prices by $85 per year. ¥/

Walking away from the Clean Power Plan, and other eflorts to address climate change, will also
increase risks to the federal budget and taxpayers. The costs of inaction on climate are so
troubling that the Government Accountability Oftice (GAQ) has listed climate change on the
agency’'s High Risk List since 2013 because it is a “signilicant financial risk to the federal
government.” ¥l

Knowing the health and economic benefits of the Clean Power Plan, and the risks our nation
faces by not reducing CO2 emissions from power plants, please respond to the following:

I. Please provide a detailed description, including a schedule with milestones, of the review
process that the EPA will follow respect to the Clean Power Plan.

2. Inthe event that the EPA review determined that a rulemaking to suspend, revise or
rescind the Clean Power Plan is needed, please provide a detailed description of the
process the agency would follow in such a case. Please include relevant timelines and
milestones.

3. Please identifv the actions the EPA will take to ensure inclusive, extensive, and

productive outreach to, and engagement with, the power sector, states, stakeholders and
the public as the agency implements the Executive Order.

4. During an exchange with Senator Gillibrand during your confirmation hearing before the
Environment and Public Works Committee, you stated, *'1 believe that the EPA, because
of the Mass v. EPA case and the endangerment finding, has obligations to address the
CO2 issue.™ If the EPA rescinds the Clean Power Plan, how does the agency intend on
fulfilling its legal obligations to address carbon pollution emissions? Please explain in
detail how an alternative to the Clean Power Plan would achieve the full range of public
health, economic. and environmental benefits that would have resulted from Clean Power
Plan.

5. On March 9. 2017, vou made the following statement about carbon dioxide on CNBC:
"So no, | would not agree that it’s a primary contributor to the global warming that we

FUhtp Awww gao goviighrisk/imiting_tederal_government_fiscal_exposure/why _did_study




see.” This comment directly contradicts: a) vour testimony and answers provided in
response to questions for the record during your confirmation process; b) the EPA’s
endangerment finding, which was upheld by the D.C Circuit Court of Appeals; and c¢) the
views of 196 countries and 97 percent ot climate scientists. Between the time of your
confirmation hearing and your March 9 statement, did you obtain additional scientific
information or analysis supporting your March 9 statement and contradicting your
statements about CO2 during your confirmation process? If so, please provide us with
that information and analysis.

6. What assurances can you provide us that your answer to Senator Gillibrand’s question
and similar statements you made at your confirmation hearing, as opposed to your
statement on March 9, will guide the work of the EPA in carrying out the directives in the
Executive Order?

7. Pleasc provide a copy of all documents, (including but not limited to hand-written notes,
paper files, emails. memos, white papers, telephone logs, presentations or meeting
minutes) between and among any combination of you, other agency officials, other
federal government officials, any state officials, and any non-governmental entities that
inform. contribute to, direct, or are otherwise related to related to any decision you take in
EPA’s review or under the Executive Order with respect to the Clean Power Plan.

8. The contention that the Clean Power Plan is a deathblow to coal industry jobs is highly
questionable. Studies have found that regulations may play some small part in reductions
in the coal workforce; but automation. shifts in mining practices. and prices of natural gas
are all major contributing factors to the decline of coal. ! Please provide a list of every
coal mine and coal-fired plant that will remain open, be built, or be expanded as a result
of the rescission of the Clean Power Plan, along with the expected number of jobs that
will be retained or added as a result. On what basis was each EPA projection made?

As we continue to hear from our constituents and local and state officials on this matter, we may
have additional questions for you in the future. In the meantime, we would appreciate your
thorough responses to these requests by no later than May 4, 2017. If you or your staff have
questions about these requests, your stafl’ may contact Laura Haynes Gillam of Senator Carper’s
staff at 202-224-8832.

We appreciate your prompt attention to our requests.

Sincerely,

T Lo

Tom Carper
U.S. Senator
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apply to the smaller headwaters and wetlands identified by the Clean Water Rule, and why 87
percent of the million or so commenters on the Clean Water Rule said they liked it.

Given the stakes, any effort to change the Clean Water Rule should be based upon robust and
meaningful consultation with the public. The 30-day comment period is simply not enough.

Since it is so important to allow the public adequate time to provide responses to this notice, we
would appreciate your prompt reply to this request.

Sincerely,

M"ﬁ"’\/ W Q. N
Edwar MM

Tom Carper V
U.S. Senator U.S. Senator

ory A. Booker Christopher Van Hollen
U.S. Senator U.S. Senator

Richard Durbin Margaré Wood Hassan

U.S. Senator U.S. Senator
' /
Robut P. Casey. Ir. Benjamin L. Cardin
U.S. Senator U.S. Senator
Sheldon Whitehouse Tom Udall

U.S. Senator U.S. Senator



A, Ptune Hehoes

t1rcy M—grkl(.v Jeanne Shahcen
U.S. Senator U.S. Senator

7z Bue. wiﬁm&w

¥ Tamndy Baldwin Elizabeth Warren
U.S. Senator U.S. Senator

N e P G

Py Mur Ga’rv C. Peters

1J.S. Senator U.S. Senator

my Duckworth

Kamala D. Harris

U.S. Senator U.S. Senator
Jack Reed " Maria Cantwell
U.S. Senator U.S. Senator

¢
Dianne Feinstein
U.S. Scnator

Robert Menchdez.
U.S. Senator






MARGARET WOOD HASSAN |
NEWW HAMPSHIEE HART BUHLIING
SWASHINGTON, £X 20530

(2071278 334

Wnited States Senate

August 4, 2017

The Honorable Scott Pruitt
Administrator

LEnvironmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20460

Dear Adminiswrator Pruitt:

1 write to request an update on the status of the Environmental Protecuion Agency’s (EPA)
Methods Update Rule under the Clean Water Act.

The Methods Update Rule was signed by the previous EPA Administrator in December
2016 and it makes a number of important revisions to analytical procedures for wastewater and
other environmental sampling that will provide regulatory clarity and increased flexibility for
municipalities and industry. My office has been contacted by business leaders in New Hampshire
that are seeking clarity on the status of the Methods Update Rule and are supportive of the revisions
and the cost-savings associated with the changes.

Ensuring that all Granite Staters and Americans have access to clean water (s essennal to

public health, to the safety of our communities, and to the overall well-being of our state. Thank vou
for vour prompt attention to this request.

With every good wish,

g

Margard

s

Cood Hassan
United States Senator
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including streams that feed into the drinking water sources of 117 million Americans. Protecting
these waters also directly benefits iconic bodies of water like Puget Sound. the Mississippi River.
the Great Lakes, and the Chesapeake Bay. These waters support our communities. hunters and
anglers, and water-dependent businesses like breweries and outdoor recreation. Because of these
impacts, the agencies found that the public benefits of the rule would be as high as $572 million
per year and would significantly outweigh the rule’s compliance costs.

The agencies took vears to develop the Clean Water Rule, notably including a scientific review
that relied on over 1,200 peer-reviewed publications. The science confirms the significant
relationship that tributaries. wetlands. and other waters have with the larger bodies of water into
which they feed. The agencies also conducted a significant stakeholder engagement process that
resulted in over 400 meetings and more than one million comments, approximately 87 percent of
which supported the rule.

After years of uncertainty—created in large part by the contlicting Riverside, SWANCC', and
Rapanos Supreme Court decisions—our constituents finally had a definition driven by science
and not by the courts. In fact, as you note, President Trump. in his Executive Order on February
28, 2017, wrote, “[i]t is in the national interest to ensure that the Nation’s navigable waters are
kept free of pollution, while at the same time promoting economic growth. minimizing
regulatory uncertainty, and showing due regard to the roles of the Congress and the States under
the Constitution.” For an administration to change the definition of what constitutes a water of
the United States almost immediately upon entering office creates more. not less. regulatory
uncertainty. We need stability and certainty for our constituents to be safe and our economy to
grow.

Now more than ever. it is clear that too many communities have to worry about access to clean,
safe water. Vigorously implementing the Clean Water Act helps protect clean drinking water for
everyone. We therefore urge your agencies to immediately withdraw the misguided proposal to
repeal the 2015 Clean Water Rule.

Respectfully submitted.,

enjamin L. Cardin Tom Carper V
United States Senator United States Senator
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Wnited States Senate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510

October 5. 2017

The Honorable Scott Pruitt
Administrator

Environmental Protection Agency
Office of the Administrator 1101 A
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W,
Washington, DC 20460

Dear Administrator Pruitt:

We urge you to ensure that the EPA’s final rule setting blending targets under the Renewable
Fuel Standard (RFS) for 2018 promotes growth in the U.S. biofuel sector and in our economy.

When Congress adopted the RFS in 2005, its goal was to put.in place a stable, forward-looking
policy to drive innovation and investments that would bring biofuels to American consumers,
The biofuel industry supports hundreds of thousands of jobs throughout the country, reduces the
environmental impact of our transportation and cnergy sectors, and cuts our reliance on foreign
oil. The stability of our policy has led to billions of dollars of investment in the biofuel sector.
America’s production capacity has expanded more than threefold since 2005 with fuels such as
biodiesel, cellulosic ethanol, recycled-waste, algal, and other advanced biofuels.

We need to build on this progress. The 2017 final RFS rule set Renewable Volume Obligations
(RVO) at the levels Congress intended. The 2018 proposed rule, while positive for maintaining
the maximum blending target for conventional biofuel at 15 billion gallons, would represent a
step back when it comes to advanced biofuels, resulting in less renewable fuels being blended
than in 2017. The rule unjustifiably flatlines biomass-based diesel, reduces advanced biofuels,
and reduces the cellulosic biofuel blending target by about 25 percent. The agency arrives at
these lower targets by utilizing a new methodology more reliant on historical data than projected
volumes. The RFS must by law be administered in a forward-looking manner. The final rule
should address these shortfalls. '

In addition, the Notice of Data Availability the agency published on September 26 would lower
the blending targets by the number of gallons of biofuels imported yet still permit these imported
gallons to gencrate compliance credits. There are also reports that the agency is considering
allowing exported gallons of biofuel to generate compliance credits. Taken together, these
actions would reduce renewable fucl blending in the U.S. and create uncertainty for producers.

If done right, this rule is an opportunity to continue our nation’s path to be not only the world
leader in first generation ethanol production, but also in cellulosic ethanol and advanced biofuel
production by spurring investment and manufacturing herc in the United States rather than
overseas,



We urge you to continue to implement the RFS as intended by Congress and release a strong
final rule that would give consumers more choices at the pump, strengthen our cconomy and

make our country more secure.

Sincerely,
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Lmted States Denate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510

March 7. 2017

The Honorable Scott Pruitt
Administrator

Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Washington. DC 20004

Dear Administrator Pruitt.

We write in support of the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Final Determination on
the Appropriateness of the Model Year 2022-2025 Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas
Emissions Standards and urge you to not withdraw this Final Determination or reopen the EPA’s
Midterm Evaluation of the emissions standards for model years 2022-2025. These automobile
emissions standards are economically feasible and technologically achievable for the auto
industry as the Final Determination demonstrates. They will enhance our national security by
reducing our consumption of foreign oil. They will benetit consumers, saving them billions of
dollars at the pump and reduce our carbon pollution. They provide certainty to the auto industry.
which is already investing in the technologies and designs for the vehicles they will sell in these
later years of the program. It is critical that they remain in place.

During your confirmation hearing in the Senate Environment and Public Works (EPW)
Committee. you were asked whether you would respect both EPA’s finding that greenhouse gas
cmissions from motor vehicles endanger public health and welfare and the Supreme Court’s
decision that the EPA must therefore regulate motor vehicle greenhouse gas emissions. You
affirmed that the Supreme Court’s landmark decision in Massachusetts v. EPA is the “law of the
land.” You further stated that you would “enforce and respect™ the EPA’s endangerment finding
on greenhouse gas emissions. Keeping the EPA’s Final Determination in place goes right to the
heart of enforcing and respecting the endangerment finding.

These vehicle emissions standards are critical to our national security. We still import more than
three million barrels of oil every day from OPEC nations. We still import nearly five million
barrels of oil a day overall. Not keeping these emissions standards in place would only deepen
that dependence on foreign oil and weaken our national security. Indeed, EPA estimates that
these standards will reduce oil consumption by 1.2 billion barrels.

These standards do and will benefit consumers. The EPA tound that the net benefits of these
standards are nearly $100 billion. In fact. in all scenarios. including a scenario where fuel prices
are low. the EPA found that the benefits for consumers far outweigh the costs.

Auto companies have thrived under these standards. They have added 700,000 jobs since 2009
when the standards began to be implemented. Sales have increased for seven straight years to an



Administrator Pruitt
Page 2

all-time record high in 2016. all while the industry was rebounding trom the economic recession.
and while on average, manutacturers outperformed the emission standards for each of the first
four years of the program.

The EPA’s Final Determination was based on extensive technical analysis by the EPA. the
Department of Transportation and the California Air Resource Board (CARB). Through multiple
rounds of formal comment, as well as ongoing interaction between the agencies and industry.
automakers provided substantial input to the agencies during the process and the agencies took
industry data and positions into account in drawing their conclusions. Those conclusions
demonstrate that the auto industry can meet these fucl economy emissions standards with already
available and cost-effective technologies. The EPA conducted an open process and the Final
Determination was informed by the more than 100,000 public comments the agency received.
EPA’s technical conclusions were consistent with the conclusion of the 2015 study by the
National Academies of Science that the 2025 standards could be achieved primarily with
advanced gasoline technologies.

Withdrawing the Final Determination and reopening the EPA’s Midterm Evaluation of these
standards could weaken our energy security, harm consumers, and increase global warming
pollution. It would also create needless uncertainty for the auto industry and hinder the industry’s
ongoing progress. We therefore urge you to reject any requests to withdraw EPA’s Final
Determination regarding the appropriateness of these fuel economy emissions standards.

x4

Edward J. Marke Brian Schatz
U.S. Senator U.S. Senator
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Sincerely,

anne Feinstein CIRCY 1%
J.8. Senator U.S. Senator
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Richard Blumenthal Maria Cantwell
U.S. Senator U.S. Senator
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U.S. Senator U.S. Senator
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April 3.2017

The Honorable Scott Pruitt
Administrator

LS. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue. NW
Washington, DC 20460

Dear Administrator Pruitt:

The Clean Water Rule (80 FR 37053) clarified the scope of waters protected under the 1972
Clean Water Act. the primary federal flaw governing water pollution. The final rule was based
not only on legal precedent. but decades of peer-reviewed science, ageney expertise. and
experience implementing the Clean Water Act nationwide.n

Section 3 of Executive Order 13778 directs EPA and the Army Corps of Engineers to consider
weakening the rules significantly, based on one opinion in Rapanos v. United States, 547 ULS.
713 (2006).2 A majority of the Supreme Court rejected that opinion. and it does not reflect the
body of precedent implementing the Clean Water Act. Therefore. we are concerned of the threat
that Executive Order 13778 poses to critical wetlands and to streams. including streams that feed
mnto the drinking water supplies of 117 million Americans,s

We respectiully request a response that addresses the following:

* Incomplying with Executive Order 13778, will you guarantee that drinking water quality
will not be worse for the 117 million Americans who receive drinking water {rom public
water systems that draw supply from seasonal. rain-dependent., or headwater streams?

*  linder any potential revision of the rule. protections for critical streams may be lifted.
crasing sateguards to prevent chronic contamination. Such a scenario could require the
addition of expensive water puritication technologies to ensure drinking water suppliced
by these waters would be safe. What would be the financial burden to municipalities
supplying water? Has EPA analyzed how residential and commercial water might be
impacted?

» Furthermore. chronic contamination of streams may require communitics to explore
alternative drinking water sources. Please provide specific case estimates of potential
incurred costs for adopting alternative water sources for these communities. Please list
cominunities that do not have reasonable alternative water sources.

; Federal Register, Clean Water Rule: Definition of " Waters of the United States.” FPA -HQ-OW--2011 0880;
FRL. 9927 20-0OW.

» Federal Register. Fxecutive Order 13778 of February 28. 2017, Restoring the Rule of Law, Federalism. and
Economic Growth by Reviewing the “Waters of the United States™ Rule,

<LLS. Eavironmental Protection Agency. Geographic Information Svstems Analvsis of the Surface Drinking Water
Provided by intermittent, L: phumml and de\\dtu Streams in the U.S. ity
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Anited States Denate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510

April 7, 2017

The Honorable Scott Pruitt
Administrator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20460

Dear Administrator Pruitt,

On March 28, 2017, President Trump signed an Executive Order directing federal agencies to
review federal regulations intendéd to address climate change, including the Clean Power Plan.
The same day you signed a Federal Register notice describing the review process the
Environmeéntal Protection Agency (EPA) will undertake to consider whether to siispend, revise
or rescind the Clean Power Plan. Rescinding the Clean Power Plan will'put generations of
Americans at grave health and economic risk. 'We seek further information concerning the
process and schedule the EPA plans to use to carry out the Executive Order’s (EO’s) directives.
We also want to know how the agency intends to meet its legal obligations to address-carbon
pollution emissions if the Clean Power Plan is rescinded.

The EPA has a clear legal obligation to.address carbon pollution emissions, After reviewing
thousands of peer-reviewed scientific studies, former EPA. Administrator Lisa Jackson issued a
final Endangerment Finding in December 2009. EPA determined that six. greenhouse gas
pollutants may reasonably be-anticipated to éndanger public health or welfare. The agency also
found that carbon dioxide (CO2) is the “primary greenhouse gas emitted through human
activities” and accounts for about “80.8% of all U.S. greenhouse gas emissioris from human
activities.”I"l The largest sources of carbon dioxide — according to electric utility reportmg -
comes from our nation’s fossil fuel power plants.!

In a per-curiam opinion, the U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia affirmed
the Endangerment Finding and the U.S. Supreme Court declined to issue a writ of certiorari on
the D.C. Circuit’s decision. The Endangerment Finding setin motion EPA’s legal obligations to
set greenhouse gas emissions standards for mobile and stationary-sources, including those
established by the Clean Power Plan in August2015.5

In August 2015, the EPA finalized the Clean Power Plan to reduce carbon pollution from power
plants, after an unprecedented two-year outreach and engagement process with states’ and
stakeholders, and after taking into consideration 4.3 million comments submitted during the
formal notice and comment process. The Clean Power Plan, which reflects the concerns, input




and priorities of states, the electric power sector and the public, gives states and electric utilities
the time and flexibility to meet reasonable carbon pollution emissions reduction targets, allowing
five years until reductions need to begin. The Clean Power Plan provides both long-term
certainty for our nation’s power sector, and tools to enable the more than two dozen states that
have policies either limiting power sector CO2 emissions, or expanding renewable energy, to
integrate those policies with a national program.

Rescinding the Clean Power Plan also means that Americans will never realize its numerous
health and economic benefits. The EPA estimated the Clean Power Plan would cut emissions
from power plants 32 percent below 2012 levels by 2030. In 2030, the pollution standards will
deliver climate and health benefits of up to $90 billion dollars and reduce household energy
prices by $85 per year. !

Walking away from the Clean Power Plan, and other efforts to address climate change, will also
increase risks to the federal budget and taxpayers. The costs of inaction on climate are so
troubling that the Government Accountability Office (GAQ) has listed climate change on the
agency’s High Risk List since 2013 because it is a “significant financial risk to the federal
government.”C!

Knowing the health and economic benefits of the Clean Power Plan, and the risks our nation
faces by not reducing CO2 emissions from power plants, please respond to the following:

1. Please provide a detailed description, including a schedule with milestones, of the review
process that the EPA will follow respect to the Clean Power Plan.

2. Inthe event that the EPA review determined that a rulemaking to suspend, revise or
rescind the Clean Power Plan is needed, please provide a detailed description of the
process the agency would follow in such a case. Please include relevant timelines and
milestones.

3. Please identify the actions the EPA will take to ensure inclusive, extensive, and
productive outreach to, and engagement with, the power sector, states, stakeholders and
the public as the agency implements the Executive Order.

4. During an exchange with Senator Gillibrand during your confirmation hearing before the
Environment and Public Works Committee, you stated, “I believe that the EPA, because
of the Mass v. EPA case and the endangerment finding, has obligations to address the
CO2 issue.” If the EPA rescinds the Clean Power Plan, how does the agency intend on
fulfilling its legal obligations to address carbon pollution emissions? Please explain in
detail how an alternative to the Clean Power Plan would achieve the full range of public
health, economic, and environmental benefits that would have resulted from Clean Power
Plan.

5. OnMarch 9, 2017, you made the following statement about carbon dioxide on CNBC:
"So no, I would not agree that it’s a primary contributor to the global warming that we

B hup:iwww. gao.gov/highrisk/limiting_federal_government_fiscal_exposure/why did_study




see." This comment directly contradicts: a) your testimony and answers provided in
response o questions for the record during your confirmation process; b) the EPA’s
endangerment finding, whichwas upheld by the D.C Circuit Court of Appeals; and c) the
views of 196 countries and 97 percent of climate scientists. Between the time of your
confirmation hearing and your March 9-statement, did you obtain additional scientific
information or analysis supporting your March 9 statement and contradicting your
statements about CO2 during your confirmation process? If so, please provide us with
that information and analysis.

6. What assurances can you provide us that your answer to Senator Gillibrand’s question
and similar statements you made at your confirmation hearing, as opposed to your
statement on March 9, will guide the work of the EPA in carrying out the directives in the
Executive Order?

7. Pleasé¢ provide a copy of all documents, (including but not limited to hand-written notes,
paper files, emails, memos, white papers, telephone logs, presentations or meeting
minutes) between and among any combination of you, other agency officials, other
federal government officials, any state officials, and any non-governmental entities that
inform, contribute to, direct, or are otherwise related to refated to any decision you take in
EPA’s review or under the Executive Order with respect tothe Clean Power Plan.

8. The contention that the Clean Power Plan is a deathblow to coal industry jobs is highly
questionable. Studies have found that regulations may play some small part in. reductions
in the coal workforce; but automation, shifts in mining practices, and prices of natural gas
are all'major contributing factors to the decline of coal. (%! Please provide a list of every
coal mine and coal-fired plant that will remain open, be built, or be expanded as a result
of the rescission of the Clean Power Plan, along with the expected number of jobs that
will be retained or added as a result. On what basis was each EPA projection made?

As we continue to hear from our constituents and local and state officials on this matter, we may
have additional questions for you in the future. In the meantime, we would appreciate your
thorough responses to these requests by no later than May 4, 2017. If you or your staff have
questions about these requests, your staff may contact Laura Haynes Gillam of Senator Carper’s
staff at 202-224-8832.

We appreciate your prompt attentiodt to our requests.

Sincerely,

Tom Carper
U.S. Senator
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Mnited States Dunate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510

April 7, 2017

The Honorable Scott Pruitt
Administrator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20460

Dear Administrator Pruitt:

Prior to your confirmation as Administrator, you committed to avoid actual or apparent
conflicts of interest. We write to request information on the actions you have taken to address
likely conflicts created by your role in representing the State of Oklahoma in litigation
challenging the EPA’s Clean Power Plan. On the same day that President Trump issued his
March 28, 2017 Executive Order on Energy Independence you took two significant actions with
respect the Clean Power Plan. You signed a Federal Register “Notice of Review of the Clean
Power Plan.” You also filed a Motion to Hold Cases in Abeyance in State of West Virginia, et
al. v. United States Environmental Protection Agency, et al. (Circuit Court of Appeals for the
District of Columbia, USCA Case #15-1363), the very case in which you represented the State of
Oklahoma. Two days later, on March 30, you sent a letter to 47 governors propounding a legal
interpretation of the effect of the Supreme Court’s stay of the Clean Power Plan, a stay which
you yourself sought in your capacity as Attorney General of Oklahoma. We believe you are
required to have secured authorization from the Environmental Protection Agency’s Designated
Agency Ethics Officer (DAEO) to participate in these matters. We seek your written
confirmation that such authorization has been granted, or that you will recuse yourself from these
matters going forward.

In your January 3, 2017, Ethics Agreement,[!! you stated that for a one-year period, you
“will seek authorization to participate personally and substantially in particular matters involving
specific parties in which I know the State of Oklahoma is a party or répresents a party.” This
commitment was reiterated in a January 16, 2017 response to a January 12 letter sent by nine
Members of the Environment and Public Works Committee from Kevin Minoli, EPA’s
Designated Agency Ethics Official (DAEO) and Principal Deputy General Counsel, which also
stated:

“Pursuant to the impartiality rules, any court case is considered a specific party matter.
Thus, if the State of Oklahoma is a party or represents a party in a particular piece of
litigation, Mr. Pruitt’s ethics agreement includes a commitment to seek authorization to
participate personally and substantially in that litigation. Should Mr. Pruitt seek
authorization to participate in any litigation in which a person with whom he has a
covered relationship is a party or represents a party, as stated above, the EPA Designated

hitps://extapps2.oge.gov/201/Presiden.nsf/PAS+Index/C3B4C444ERB20D I FD852580C1002C7A75/$FILE/Pruitt,
%20Edward%208cott%20%20%20fina] AMENDEDEA. pdf



Agency Ethics Official would consider the factors set forth in 5 C.F.R. section
2635.502(d)(1)~(6) for purposes of compliance with the federal ethics rules.”

Additionally, in response to questions for the record submitted to the Committee on
Environment and Public Works you stated:

“As EPA Administrator I will recuse [sic] from participation in litigation in matters in
which [ represented the State of Oklahoma, unless I receive informed consent {rom the
State of Oklahoma and the permission of relevant federal ethics officials.”

Beginning in August 2014, you filed actions in both the U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals for
the District of Columbia (West Virginia v. EPA) and the Northern District of Oklahoma
challenging the Clean Power Plan on behalf of the State of Oklahoma.

In the March 28 Notice you state that “EPA is initiating ... review of the CPP”, and that
“EPA’s review will be followed by a rulemaking process” if the review détermines that a
rulemaking is appropriate. In part on the basis of that Notice, the EPA moved the D.C. Circuit
Court of Appeals on March 28 to hold cases consolidated under West Virginia v. EPA in
abeyance.

We all continue to believel?! that you should have committed to recuse yourself
extensively from a number of matters during your confirmation process. Nevertheless, your
anticipation of, and preparation for, signing of the Federal Register Notice and filing of the
Motion in the DC Circuit should have triggered the more. limited recusal policy to which you
have already and repeatedly agreed.

In light of: 1) your Ethics Agreement; 2) the response of EPA’s DAEO to the January 12
letter; 3) your representations to the Environment and Public Works Committee during your
confirmation process; 4) your role representing the State of Oklahoma in litigation challenging
the Clean Power Plan; and 5) the March 28 Notice and the March 28 Motion, please respond to
the following requests in writing and provide copies of all documentation supporting your
responses:

1. Other than the actions you took on March 28, have you recused yourself from the actions
concerning the Clean Power Plan specified in the March 28 Notice, and, if so, to what
extent have you done so0? '

2. If not, why not? If you have recused yourself from these matters, please provide the
name(s) and identify the position(s) of the individual(s) you have directed to act in your
stead.

3. Have you sought authorization to participate in those actions from the DAEO ~ and if
you have done so, when did you do so? Please provide a copy of any written material
submitted to the DAEO in making, or following up on, that request.

4. THas the DAEO granted such authorization, and if so, has the authorization included any
restrictions or limitations on your participation? Please provide a copy of any written
material conveying the DAEQO’s response.

&1 http://www.markey.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/Pruint%20recusal%20letier%2002.16.17.pdf




5. If you have neither been recused from participation in this matter nor sought
authorization from the DAEO to participate in the actions specified in the March 28
Notice with respect to the Clean Power Plan, please explain why you have not.

6. Have you requested or received a waiver to participate personally and substantially in any
other particular matters involving specific parties in which the State of Oklahoma is a
party or represents a party? If so, please provide copies of all such requests and all such
grants from the DAEO.

Please provide your responses to these inquiries and requests by no later than April 21,
2017. If you have any questions about these requests, please feel free to contact Michal
Freedhoff or Joseph Goffman at the Committee on Environment and Public Works at 202-224-
8832. We very much appreciate your prompt attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Tom Carper \ =" Sheldon Whitehouse
Ranking Member U.S. Senator

" " Cory Booker
U.S. Senator U.S. Senator

| Kamala Harris
U.S. Senator U.S. Senator
» / E & &%é Pt s,
Maria Cantwell Richard Durbin
U.S. Senator U.S. Senator

Richard Blumenthal Patrick Leahy
U.S. Senator U.S. Senator







@migress of the fnited States
Washington, BE 20515

Augaust 29, 2017

The Honorable Scott Pruitt
Administrator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, D.C. 20460

Dear Administrator Pruitt:

We write to bring your attention to—and express our strong continued support for—the
Environmental Protection Agency’s final rule for the Eastern Long Island Sound Dredged Material
Disposal Site (ELDS). Since the first request for a regional Dredged Material Management Plan
(DMMP) over a decade ago, our region has worked towards building a comprehensive management
framework with the Army Corps of Engineers and the EPA to meet long-term dredging needs.

In December 2016, the EPA published a final rule designating the ELDS, which consolidated two
other dredging sites while meeting the dredging disposal needs of eastern Long Island Sound for the
next 30 years. We have long agreed with the goal of the EPA throughout the DMMP process to
balance environmental stewardship with standard economic activity in Long Island Sound. Our
states have been responsibly dredging using open-water placement for 35 years, and we believe
maintaining the EPA designation of the ELDS, along with an increased effort among the states to
find sustainable on-land solutions for dredged materials, will continue to provide the Long Island
Sound region with a balanced approach for future waterway projects.

While the ELDS and other open-water disposal sites in the region are exceedingly important to
maintaining the dredging needs of Long Island Sound, it is also imperative that our region continue
to commit to alternative placement options for dredged material whenever appropriate. To that end,
we were encouraged that the final rule continues the effort of the DMMP to identify and evaluate
environmentally sound, on-land disposal options for certain dredging projects. In fact, in our region,
dredged materials have not only been used for shoreline replenishment, but also for capping
landfills and brownfields sites.

Altematively, lack of an ELDS would have significant impacts in the eastern Long Island Sound.
For example, the absence of a nearby placement site would result in an increase in carbon emissions
from ships and greater risk of dredged material spills, as dredged materials would have to be
transported to other sites like the Rhode Island Disposal Site. Further, in-depth analysis of the
dredging needs of the greater Long Island Sound region shows that a vast majority come from the
eastern end of the Sound — meaning that a lack of a close-by placement option with sufficient
capacity could drive up costs or cancel projects altogether. The final approval of the ELDS in
December was pivotal in moving forward with regional dredging projects, especially since the use
of the Rhode Island Sound Disposal Site’s limited capacity for LIS dredging would have cascading
effects on projects throughout Southern New England.

In addition to the critical goal of protecting Long Island Sound and its resources, access to the
ELDS is absolutely vital to the economy of our states and districts — and that of the entire Long
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Island Sound region. According to the aforementioned DMMP, economic activities that utilize
Long Island Sound waterways contribute to more than $9 billion annually in economic output.
Additionally these economic activities support more than 55,000 jobs in the Long Island Sound
region. As important, our region is host to a range of federal and military facilities dependent on the
viability of accessible and cost-effective placement options. These include facilities like Naval
Submarine Base New London and premier submarine builder Electric Boat, with facilities in both
Connecticut and Rhode Island.

The final approval of the ELDS by the EPA filled a critical need in supporting navigation-
dependent industries that border and traverse eastern Long Island Sound. The economic vitality of
the Long Island Sound is closely connected to the shipping, recreational fishing and boating, ferry
transportation and military operations that occur in these waters — all of which would be deeply
harmed without access to the ELDS. We must continue to embrace our maritime heritage and
protect this balanced, sustainable final rule designating the ELDS to maintain our dredging needs.

We believe that the ELDS designation accomplishes this important goal, and we urge your
continued support for this balanced approach to managing the Long Island Sound.

Sincerely,
JOE COURTNEY i g
Member of Congress e
SHELDON WHITEHOUSE — RICHARD BLUMENTHAL
Upige States Senate United States Senate

oSO .
ROSA L. DELAURO

Member of Congress

B. LARSON
Member of Congress

ZABETH H. ESTY
ember of Congress

VID N. CICILLINE
Member of Congress

~






are still allowed to be disposed of in landfills. raising concerns about the extent to which this will
actually address the current issue and keep the local community safe.

I have heard from many residents of Connecticut who are worried about the health of
their friends and family in Puerto Rico. and | echo their concerns. Therefore, I urge EPA to
review action being taken to address this issuc by the Puerto Rican government, including any
etforts to adopt and enforce federal standards, to ensure that any existing incidents of
unacceptable risk of harm to human health and the environment are addressed immediately.
Specifically, what is being done to monitor leachates and potential contaminants around landfill
and construction sites, and who is responsible for conducting and paying for such monitoring?

Additionally, I encourage EPA to determine if AES” uses of CCR, including “Agremax.”
meet federal requirements, and take appropriate enforcement action against any violations of
federal law to protect communities that have been disproportionately exposed to toxic chemicals
in CCR. [ also request that you send to my oftice any and all documents concerning this issue
and exchanged between but not limited to AES, Puerto Rican officials, EPA political and
transition statf, as well as staff at the Otfice of Land and Emergency Management and Oftice of
Enforcement and Compliance Assurance.

Thank you for your attention to this important issue. [ respectfully request a response by
September 24. 2017.

Sincerely.

Ao d Do 2/

Richard Blumenthal
United States Senate



@Congress of the United States
Waslhington, BE 20515

August 29, 2017 RECEIVED

The Honorable Scott Pruitt SEP -5 il
Administrator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency mwmmmmm
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW

Washington, D.C. 20460

Dear Administrator Pruitt:

We write to bring your attention to—and express our strong continued support for—the
Environmental Protection Agency’s final rule for the Eastern Long Island Sound Dredged Material
Disposal Site (ELDS). Since the first request for a regional Dredged Material Management Plan
(DMMP) over a decade ago, our region has worked towards building a comprehensive management
framework with the Army Corps of Engineers and the EPA to meet long-term dredging needs.

In December 2016, the EPA published a final rule designating the ELDS, which consolidated two
other dredging sites while meeting the dredging disposal needs of eastern Long Island Sound for the
next 30 years. We have long agreed with the goal of the EPA throughout the DMMP process to
balance environmental stewardship with standard economic activity in Long Island Sound. Our
states have been responsibly dredging using open-water placement for 35 years, and we believe
maintaining the EPA designation of the ELDS, along with an increased effort among the states to
find sustainable on-land solutions for dredged materials, will continue to provide the Long Island
Sound region with a balanced approach for future waterway projects.

While the ELDS and other open-water disposal sites in the region are exceedingly important to
maintaining the dredging needs of Long Island Sound, it is also imperative that our region continue
{o commit to alternative placement options for dredged material whenever appropriate. To that end,
we were encouraged that the final rule continues the effort of the DMMP to identify and evaluate
environmentally sound, on-land disposal options for certain dredging projects. In fact, in our region,
dredged materials have not only been used for shoreline replenishment, but also for capping
landfills and brownfields sites.

Alternatively, lack of an ELDS would have significant impacts in the eastern Long Island Sound.
For example, the absence of a nearby placement site would result in an increase in carbon emissions
from ships and greater risk of dredged material spills, as dredged materials would have to be
transported to other sites like the Rhode Island Disposal Site. Further, in-depth analysis of the
dredging needs of the greater Long Island Sound region shows that a vast majority come from the
eastern end of the Sound — meaning that a lack of a close-by placement option with sufficient
capacity could drive up costs or cancel projects altogether. The final approval of the ELDS in
December was pivotal in moving forward with regional dredging projects, especially since the use
of the Rhode Island Sound Disposal Site’s limited capacity for L1S dredging would have cascading
effects on projects throughout Southern New England.

In addition to the critical goal of protecting Long Island Sound and its resources, access to the
ELDS is absolutely vital to the economy of our states and districts — and that of the entire Long
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Island Sound region. According to the aforementioned DMMP, economic activities that utilize
Long Island Sound waterways contribute to more than $9 billion annually in economic output.
Additionally these economic activities support more than 55,000 jobs in the Long Island Sound
region. As important, our region is host to a range of federal and military facilities dependent on the
viability of accessible and cost-effective placement options. These include facilities like Naval
Submarine Base New London and premier submarine builder Electric Boat, with facilities in both

A Connectlcut and Rhode Island.

The ﬁnal approval of the ELDS by the EPA filled a critical need in supporting navigation-
dependent industries that border and traverse eastern Long Island Sound. The economic vitality of
the Long Island Sound is closely connected to the shipping, recreational fishing and boating, ferry
transportation and military operations that accur in these waters — all of which would be deeply
harmed without access to the ELDS. We must continue to embrace our maritime heritage and
protect this balanced, sustainable final rule designating the ELDS to maintain our dredging needs..

We believe that the ELDS designation accomplishes this important goal, and we urge your
continued support for this balanced approach to managing the Long Island Sound.

Sincerely,
JOE COURTNEY
Member of Congress ed States Senate
SHELDON WHITEHOUSE RICHARD BLUMENTHAL
jfog States Senate United States Senate
SO .
ROSA L. DELAURO
Member of Congress
ember of Congress
S A. HIMES
ber of Congress Member of Congress

ember of Congress
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including streams that feed into the drinking water sources of 117 million Americans. Protecting
these waters also directly benefits iconic bodies of water like Puget Sound. the Mississippi River.
the Great Lakes, and the Chesapeake Bay. These waters support our communities. hunters and
anglers, and water-dependent businesses like breweries and outdoor recreation. Because of these
impacts, the agencies found that the public benefits of the rule would be as high as $572 million
per year and would significantly outweigh the rule’s compliance costs.

The agencies took vears to develop the Clean Water Rule, notably including a scientific review
that relied on over 1,200 peer-reviewed publications. The science confirms the significant
relationship that tributaries. wetlands. and other waters have with the larger bodies of water into
which they feed. The agencies also conducted a significant stakeholder engagement process that
resulted in over 400 meetings and more than one million comments, approximately 87 percent of
which supported the rule.

After years of uncertainty—created in large part by the contlicting Riverside, SWANCC', and
Rapanos Supreme Court decisions—our constituents finally had a definition driven by science
and not by the courts. In fact, as you note, President Trump. in his Executive Order on February
28, 2017, wrote, “[i]t is in the national interest to ensure that the Nation’s navigable waters are
kept free of pollution, while at the same time promoting economic growth. minimizing
regulatory uncertainty, and showing due regard to the roles of the Congress and the States under
the Constitution.” For an administration to change the definition of what constitutes a water of
the United States almost immediately upon entering office creates more. not less. regulatory
uncertainty. We need stability and certainty for our constituents to be safe and our economy to
grow.

Now more than ever. it is clear that too many communities have to worry about access to clean,
safe water. Vigorously implementing the Clean Water Act helps protect clean drinking water for
everyone. We therefore urge your agencies to immediately withdraw the misguided proposal to
repeal the 2015 Clean Water Rule.

Respectfully submitted.,

enjamin L. Cardin Tom Carper V
United States Senator United States Senator
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United States Senator United States Senator
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Richard J. Durbin
United States Senator

Robert Menendez (’
United States Senator

Robert P. Casey, Jr. j 9\ '

United States Senator

Jeanne Shaheen
United States Senator
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Kirsten Gillibrand
United States Senator

Martin Heinrich
United States Senator

Edward J. Markey
United States Senator

Sy

/J,ac Reed
Uprited States Senator
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Bernard Sanders
United States Senator
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heldon Whitehouse
United States Senator
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Jeffrey A. Merkley
United States Senator
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Richard Blumenthal
United States Senator
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Elizabeth Warren
United States Senator
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Zfory A. Booker
United States Senator
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Chris Van Hollen
United States Senator United States Senator

Kamala D. Harris
United States Senator



Wnited States Senate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510

October 5. 2017

The Honorable Scott Pruitt
Administrator

Environmental Protection Agency
Office of the Administrator 1101 A
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W,
Washington, DC 20460

Dear Administrator Pruitt:

We urge you to ensure that the EPA’s final rule setting blending targets under the Renewable
Fuel Standard (RFS) for 2018 promotes growth in the U.S. biofuel sector and in our economy.

When Congress adopted the RFS in 2005, its goal was to put.in place a stable, forward-looking
policy to drive innovation and investments that would bring biofuels to American consumers,
The biofuel industry supports hundreds of thousands of jobs throughout the country, reduces the
environmental impact of our transportation and cnergy sectors, and cuts our reliance on foreign
oil. The stability of our policy has led to billions of dollars of investment in the biofuel sector.
America’s production capacity has expanded more than threefold since 2005 with fuels such as
biodiesel, cellulosic ethanol, recycled-waste, algal, and other advanced biofuels.

We need to build on this progress. The 2017 final RFS rule set Renewable Volume Obligations
(RVO) at the levels Congress intended. The 2018 proposed rule, while positive for maintaining
the maximum blending target for conventional biofuel at 15 billion gallons, would represent a
step back when it comes to advanced biofuels, resulting in less renewable fuels being blended
than in 2017. The rule unjustifiably flatlines biomass-based diesel, reduces advanced biofuels,
and reduces the cellulosic biofuel blending target by about 25 percent. The agency arrives at
these lower targets by utilizing a new methodology more reliant on historical data than projected
volumes. The RFS must by law be administered in a forward-looking manner. The final rule
should address these shortfalls. '

In addition, the Notice of Data Availability the agency published on September 26 would lower
the blending targets by the number of gallons of biofuels imported yet still permit these imported
gallons to gencrate compliance credits. There are also reports that the agency is considering
allowing exported gallons of biofuel to generate compliance credits. Taken together, these
actions would reduce renewable fucl blending in the U.S. and create uncertainty for producers.

If done right, this rule is an opportunity to continue our nation’s path to be not only the world
leader in first generation ethanol production, but also in cellulosic ethanol and advanced biofuel
production by spurring investment and manufacturing herc in the United States rather than
overseas,



We urge you to continue to implement the RFS as intended by Congress and release a strong
final rule that would give consumers more choices at the pump, strengthen our cconomy and

make our country more secure.

Sincerely,

Am;\;’l";@
United States Senator

~ Richard J. Durbin
United States Scnates

Al Franken
United States Senator

Sheldon Whitehouse
United States Senator

o li Lewdbes

Heidi Heitkamp

United States Senator

Yebbie St s
United States Senator

Charles E.’ Grassley

/ioni K. Ernst

Deb Fischer

United Statés. Senator

United States Senator

United States Senator

Roy

United States Senator




Claire McCaskill s
United States Senator

United States Senator

mw k” ﬁ%w ﬁew‘ut Moran

Mazie K¢ Hirono _ Jerry Moran
United States Senator \ United States Senator

Gary tcrs
United States Senator " United®States Senator
Lo Wy
Ron Wyden

United States Senator

Jack Reed -
United States Senator

Patty Mzray

United States Senator
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 Margaref Wood Hassan - J

eanne Shaheen
United States Senator United States Scnator

’ Sherrod Bx own
United States Senator

Maria Cantwell " Brian Schatz
United States Senator United States Senator
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Un' ed States Senalor United States Senator

Jeffrey A. Merkley
United States Senator

Edward J. Mrkey
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Umted States Senator United States Senator
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United States Senator United States Senator




WHnited Diates D

WASHINGTON, DC 20510

October 16, 2017

The Honoréble Scott Pruitt
Admifiistrator

Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania-Avenue; N.W.
Washington, D.C, 20460

Dear Administrator Pruitt:

We write ifiresponse to the Envitonmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) proposed Renewable
Volume Obligations (RVOS) for advanced biofuel for calendar year 2018 and biomass-based

“diesel for calendar year 2019;as well as the recent Notice of Data-Availability (NODA) The~ -~ -~

NODA requests comments.on reducing previously finalized RV Os, threatening business plans
and investments already made based upon a final rule issued in December 2016. These proposed
volumes do not inéet actual biodiesel pnoductxon capacity in the United States, arid could have a
negative 1mpact on jobs and econemies in rural communities across the nation. Therefore, we
urge you to increase these volumes in the final rule.

Biodiesel is the-first EPA-designated advanced biofuél under thé Renewable Fuel Standard
(RFS) to reach conimercial scale production nationwide, The biodiesel industry has met RFS
criteria for growth each yeat, exceeding the goals:that Congress envisioned when it created the
RFS with bipartisan support: In addition, biodiesel has consistently made up the majority of the
advanced biofuel volumes, This ability to meet or exceed RVOs coupled with the substantial
investment made by the biodiésel industry indicate that these fuels.offer the bést oppoitunity for
c‘ontiﬂued growth in the near futuie.

‘EPA’s proposal would hold the biomass-based diesel volume for 2019 stagnant at:2.1 billion

gallons and.decrease the advanced biofuel volume for 2018 ta4.24 billion gallons. These
proposed volumes do not reflect the existing potentlal for the biodiesel and fenewable. diesel
industries in our states and ¢ould cause neai-term job losses and discourage investment in
capacity and new fuel development. Tt is estimated that every 500 million gallons of increased.
biodiesel production suppots.roughly 16,000 jobs.

Further, EPA’s NODA solicits coniments on whether it could further reduce the total, advanced,
and biomass-based diesel volumes thr ough several diffeirent waiver mechanisms:. However, there |
is-ample:available feedstock, refining’ capac1ty, and room for growth in the domestic biodiesel
industry. The industry is poised for growth, in accordance with the intent of the law, if EPA !
sends the market signals with incr eased volumes. Reducing volumes arnid éspecially those RVOs
that were previously finalized is disruptive, unprecedented, and.very troubling.

We have made great progtess:through the RES in dxvers1fy1ng our nation’s fuel supply while
creating and sustaining jobs; strengthening local economies, genenatmg tax revenues, and




improving energy security. We. urge you to support-higher RVOs for biomass-based diesel and-
advanced biofuels in the final Lule to.encourage additional devélopinent and uise of this-fuel.

Thank you for your con31de;‘a110n;

Sincerely,

e Heltkamp Roy Blunt\ ‘
United States Sehator Utiited States Senator

'Patfy Muslay Q Challes E. Grass‘ley
Utiited States Senator Umted States Senator

Umted Stat'es Senator

Rlchaxd B‘lumchthzgl ‘ DebF ischer -
United States Senator - United States Senator

-~ Shefrod Brown
United States Senator

o it R Lot Lkt £ ; loven
Maria Cantwell e . Jeiry Motan = -
United States Senator United States Senatot

Susan M. Collins
United States:Senator
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= Utited Statés Senatot
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Al Franken
United States Senator

Mazie . Hitorio
- United Stdtes Senator
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Jitited States Senator

1 xted States Senator

United States Senator,

Angus SffKing, Ir.

United:States-Serator

Claite McCaskill
United States Senator
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United States Senator
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United States Senator
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United States Senator




Lnited States Denate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510

Qctober 19, 2017

Acting Administrator Deborah Szaro
EPA New England Headquarters

5 Post Office Squate - Suite 100
Boston, MA 02109-3912

Dear Acting Administrator Szaro,

We write today regarding the addendum to the fourth Five-Year Review report for the Coakley
Landfill Superfund Site issued by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). We have heard from
our constituents who are concerned about the timing and manner in which this addendum was
presented to the public. As we continue our efforts to ensure that Granite Staters have access to
safe, clean drinking water and to address public health concerns caused by emerging contaminants
such as perfluorooctanoic acid (PFOA) and perfluorooctane sulfonate (PFOS), we urge you to
appropriately engage with our offices and the people of New Hampshire.

The New Hampshire Governor's Task Force on The Seacoast Cancer Cluster Investigation was
established more than a year ago to investigate and respond to public health and environmental
concerns regarding the cancer cluster and contamination in the region. As a member of this task
force, EPA has been an important partner and provided significant information that has shaped the
policy recommendations from this organization.

During the final meeting of the task force on October 4, 2017, the EPA presented the addendum to
the fourth Five-Year Review report for the Coakley Landfill Superfund Site. We are concerned that
presenting critical information in such a manner has led to confusion among the task force and the
genera] public, While the addendum was issued on September 28, 2017, we understand that EPA’s
determination that “there is not a current unacceptable human health risk at the Site” was not
conveyed to members of the task force prior to the final meeting. By doing so, EPA did not allow
members sufficient opportunity to evaluate the information included in the addendum before the
task force concluded its work. ‘

The people of the Seacoast remain understandably disturbed about potential health and
environmental risks associated with these emerging contaminants, and there is still much work for
stakeholders at all levels of government to do together to address those concerns. We appreciate
EPA’s ongoing efforts to make progress on this serious issue, including the agency’s request that the
Coakley Landfill Group (CLG) post signs to alert the public in areas around Coakley Landfill that
contaminants have been detected in the surface waters and directing CLG to conduct fish-tissue
sampling. As the New Hampshire Legislature’s Commission on the Seacoast Cancer Cluster
Investigation begins its work to build on the task force’s efforts, we hope the EPA will continue to
engage in this important process and to present information in a timely and transpatent manner.



We thank you for your ongoing efforts to combat watet contamination in New Hampshire and look
forward to continuing to wotk together to address the public health and environmental concerns of
our constituents.

Sincetely,

%AW

Margaret ¥ Jeanne Shaheen
United St#es Senator United States Senator
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U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
Office of Congressional Aftairs

1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20460

Dear Sir or Madam:

I am writing you in regards to a constituent of ours, who served in the US Navy in the
1970s and served aboard the USS Little Rock between 1973 and 1975. He states during this
period, he was part of a special crew whose task was oil spill cleanup while in the Bay of Gaeta.
He said while undertaking this task that he and his crew came in contact with an oil dispersant he
has reason to believe may have been Corexit. Corexit can be traced back to the Standard Oil
Company, which was later purchased by Exxon Mobil. During a telephone conversation with an
Exxon Mobil Representative last week, our office was told that the product was created in the
late 1960s/early 1970s and was, at the time, ‘approved for direct and indirect human
consumption by the FDA.’

Therefore, I am contacting your agency at this time to confirm this. I would also like to
be provided anything EPA may possess concerning the use of Corexit during that time period.
Additionally, and if possible, I would also appreciate it if EPA could provide an answer to the
following questions:

How was Corexit tested?

Where was it tested?

Was it only tested in the USA? Was it ever tested in Europe, Italy especially?

Was Corexit always known as Corexit?

Were there any other dispersants similar to Corexit in existence and/or available during that time
period?

Has it ever been known by a different name?

What information can EPA provide in terms of the danger and toxicity of the product?

In the meantime, if you have any additional questions or concerns, please contact
constituent liaison Paul Nasella at: 860-258-6940. 1 look forward to assisting you with this
important issue.

Sincerely,

o Wlpmin /)

Richard Blumenthal
United States Senate
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Phnited States Senate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510

Octobet 26,2017

The Honorable Scott Pruitt
Administrator

Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Washingtan, DC 20004

Dear Administrator Pruitt:

We write to request additional information regarding the Environmental Protection ‘
Agency’s (EPA’s) October 10, 2017 proposal to repeal the Clean Power Plan. Our review of the
2017 Repeal proposal' reveals sighificant deficienciés associated with the cost-benefit analysis
used to-support the 2015 Rule’s repeal. At scemingly every-tumn, the 2017 Repeal proposal uses
mathematical sléights of hand to over-stai¢ the Costs of industry compliarice with ‘the 2015 Rule
and under-state the benefits that will be fost if the 2017 Repeal isfinalized. Denymg the science
and fabricating the math may satisfy the agency’s paperworl\ requxrements, but doing so.will not
satisfy the. requirements of the law, rior will it slow the increase:in frequency and intensity of
extreme weather events, thé inexorable rise in sea levels, or thé other dire effects of global
warming that our planet is already. experiencing. It will also not improve our standing in the
international community or bring certainty to- power‘markets as states plan for their future energy
needs.

Specilically, we note that:

e Although the World Health Organization has stated® that “small particle pollution has
health impacts even at very low.concentrations — indeed no. threshold has been identified
below which no damage.to health is observed, the 2017 Repeal asserts that there may i
not be any health effects-associated-with exposure to soot particles below certain }
thresholds®: This-dramatic. deéparture from the use of the best-available, peer-rewewed }
science has:the effect ol lowering the health co-benefits of the 2015 Rule from $14-$34.
billion® by 2030.and 3,600 avoided.deathis, to the 2017 Repeal’s estimate of $1.3-$4.5
billion and 120-420 avoided deaths.

: hitps://wwiw. epa.govisites/production/files/2017-10/docurhents/ria_proposed-cpp-repeal_2017-10.pdf i
2 hitp:/fapps.who.int/iris/bitstream/10665/250141/1/9789241511353-eng.pdf?ua=1 |
3 See for example page 8 of hitps:/fwww epa. gov/sﬁesiproductmn/f iles/2017-10/documents/ria_proposed-cpp-
Tepeal_2017-10.pdf

4 hupsi//www3 .epa:gov/itnecasi/docs/ria/utilitiés_ria: final-clean-power-plan- existing-units_2015-08.pdf See the
3%.2030 case in Table ES-7 .afnd compared o Tables i-4.and 3-10 of
hitps//wwwiepa.gov/sités/produétion/files/2017-10/décuments/ria. propcsed—cpp-repeal 2017-10.pdf



s Although the 2015 Rule projected compliance costs of the Clean Power Plan to be
between $5.1 and $8.4 billion by 2030°, the 2017 Repeal lists these costs to be.as high as
$33.3 billion by-2030, an almost four«fold’,mcrcase This appears to be because the cost-
savings associated with energy efficiency improvements in homnes and businesses are no
longer counted in-the ‘costs column,’ a deceptive accounting move seemingly designed to
artificially inflate the costs of compliance with the 2015 Rule.

 The 2015 Rule was projected to yield $20 billion in climate benefits by 2030°, whereas
the 2017 Repeal projects-only $0.5-$2.7 billion. This is becausé in the 2017 Repeal
proposal EPA choseto depart from a methodology that took: years of discussion and
review to develop and confined its-analysis to-climate damages predicted to occur only
within the United States. EPA also low-balled the costs associated with the damages
caused by climate change, reducing these costs. by asmuch as 97% from the costs
included in the 2015 Rule’, :

» The 2017 Repeal’s cost-benefit analysis fails'to incorporate available studies.and data
demonstrating that the-electricity sector has made SIgmtxcant progress in complying with
the 2015 Rule and that the costs of doing s have declined con51derably since the 2015
Rule was finalized, even though some of these studies dre cited in the 2017 Repeal
proposal.

Your rejection of thescientific consensus that- greenhouse gas pollution causes global
warmmg is well-known®. Additionally, we continue te await your responsc to the April 7,2017
letter” requesting more.details about'your views relatéd to the cause of global warming and the
agency’s plan to repeal and replace the' 2015 Clean Power Plan Ruile. Our review of'the 2017
Repeal proposal only héightens our ¢oncerns.

So that we can better understand the basis for the 2017 Repeal, we request that you
provide us with all documents (including but not limited to emails, memos, meeting notes and
correspondence) sent or received by EPA that are related to EPA’s cost-benefit analysis for its
2017 Repeal of the Clean Power Plan. Thank you very miich for your attention to this.important
matter. Plcase provide your response no later thanmr December-1, 2017 If you or members:of your
staff have Turther questions, please feel frée 10 ask them to contact Michal Freedhoff at the
Committee on Environment and Public Works at (202) 224-8832.

Sincerely ‘yours,

5 See Table ES-5 of htips://www3 epa.govitinecas1/docs/riatutilities : ria- ﬁnal-clem—;mwar—plan existing-
units_20135-Q8.pdf

6 See Table ES-7 of https:/www3.epa.goviitnecasl/docs/ria/utilities_ria, final-clean-power-plan-existing-
units_2015-08.pdf 3% dncoum 2030-case compared-te the same case:in Table 1.3.0f

https://www.epa. gov/snes/productmn files/2017- IO[documents!na proposed-cpp—repeal 2017-10.pdf

7 https:/fwww. washingtonpost. com/news/energy-envnronment/wp/ZO1 7(10/1 1/new-epa-document-reveals-sharply-
lower-estimate-of-the-cost-of-climate- -change/?utm_term=.e2d01c431315.

% hitps://www.cnbg. com/2017/03/09/epa chlef-scott-prultt html

? hitps://www.epw.senate.gov/public/index.cfm/201 7/4/carper-senate-democrats-question-pruiit-on-epa-s-plan-to-
address-carbon-pollution-without-the-clean-power-plan
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United States Senator- United States Senator
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Accordingly, we respectfully request responses from each of you regarding your
commitment to fulfill the objectives of the task force and to provide much-needed answers to the
public within six months. If this cannot be accomplished within six months, please explain what
other factors or resources, including funding or personnel, might affect the successful completion
of this research. Please outline any additional resources that may be needed to ensure the project
is completed on schedule.

The findings of this research are essential to public health and safety as crumb rubber
continues to be used and deployed in artificial turf fields and playgrounds across the country. We
respectfully request a response no later than November 28, 2017,

Sincerely,
RICHARD BLU MENTIIAL@ BILL NELSON
United States Senate United States Senate
KIRSTEN GILLIBRAND EDWARD J. MARKEY

United States Senge. United States Senate

United States Scnate






Over the last several years, industry compliance with regulations limiting methane and other air
pollutants by EPA, BLLM, and several states has demonstrated that companies can cost effectively
prevent the waste of important energy resources and reduce air pollution that threatens our
communities and our climate. Reuters reviewed recent Security Exchange Commission filings and
found that 13 of the 15 biggest U.S. oil and gas producers said that compliance with current
regulations is not impacting their operations or their financial condition.” And, according to the
Bureau of Labor Statistics, oil and gas industry employment has steadily increased since the rules
took effect, even in the face of flat and declining oil prices. The Baker Hughes U.S. rig count
identified over 900 land rigs in operation in June, 2017 -- up from 558 when the BLM rule was
finalized in November, 2016, representing more than a 50% increase.

Both the EPA and BLM rules are commonsense, cost effective requirements that direct the oil and
gas industry to find and fix leaks, use up-to-date readily available equipment, and prevent waste
of a natural resource -- saving taxpayers money while also reducing air pollution and protecting
human health. These requirements drive innovation and increase jobs in the growing sector of
methane detection and capture technologies.

We urge you to fully implement the EPA and BLM methane and air pollution regulations as legally
required without delay and to keep these important protections for public health, American
taxpavers, and our energy security in place.

Sincerely,
*

S Ugare %ﬁd/
Tom Udall Maria Cantwell
United States Senator United States Senator
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Edward J. Mark. Michael F. Bennet

United States Senator United States Senator
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Congresg of the United States
TWashington, BE 20510

October 27, 2017

The Honorable Scott Pruitt
Administrator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency”
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20460

Dear Administrator Pruitt:

We are deeply troubled by reports and an October 21% 2017 New York Times article that described how
in spite of objections from scientists and administrators in multiple offices within the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), political -appointees at the agency weakened recent regulations promulgated
under the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA), our nation's principal chemical safety law. We are
concerned that these actions not only ignore Congressional intent but may also deprive Granite Staters of
critical information about the risks that chemical materials, particularly perfluorinated compounds, pose
to their families” health,

In 2016, Congress. passed and President Obama signed the bipartisan Frank R. Lautenberg Chiemical
Safety for the 21st Century Act (Lautenberg Act), which substantially amended the 1976 TSCA to create
a stronger, more effective chemical safety system in the U.S. Pursuant to the Lautenberg Act, the EPA is
required to prioritize and evaluate existing chemicals based purely on the risks they pose to human health
and the environment. Moreover, when assessing the saféty of a chemical, the Lautetiberg Act requires that
the EPA consider all uses of the chemical, and take ‘steps to especially ensure the protectxon of vulnerable
individuals who are most at risk from these substances, :

We are concerned that the “framework rules” issued by EPA on June 22, 2017, which are intended to
provide guidance for the implementation of the Lautenberg Act, create opportunities for the agency and
challengers of the law to undermine the safety measures clearly directed by Congress.

In particular, we take issue with the reversal-of EPA’s approach to a chemical substance's "condition of
use.” While the proposed rules issued by the agency on January 17 and 19, 2017, called for the evaluation
of all uses of a chemical, including known, intended and reasonably foreseeable uses, the final framework
rules give EPA the discretion to exclude from its afialysis certain uses. This change has far-reaching
consequences and may limit the agency's evaluation of légacy chémicals including; perfluorooctanoic acid
(PFOA) and perfluorooctanesulfonic acid (PFOS). These concerns were expressly brought to the attention
to the Office of Chemical Safety and Pollution Protection (OCSPP) in 2 meémorandum from the Office of
Water (OW) dated May 30, 2017, as departments within the agency were considering revisions to the
proposed regulations.

Once used for a variety of commercial and industrial applications; such as nonstick cookware and
firefighting foam, PFOA and PFOS have been associated with birth defects, various forms of cancer and



immune system dysfunction. These materials ate no longer sold but they ‘are still present in the
environment in New Hampshire and other states. PFOA and PFOS have emerged as a widespread
contaminant in drinking water sources in several southern New Hamipshire towns and were responsible
for the closing of a major water supply well located at the former Pease Air Force Base.

In its memorandum, OW recommended that OCSPP rescind its revisions and instead adopt a “"chemical
substance-based approach" that would appropriately consider exposure pathways that may lead to
drinking, surface and ground water contamiination. A similar recommendation was given to OCSPP by
the head of EPA's Waste and Chemical Enforcement Division in the Office of Enforcement and
Comphance Assurance (OECA). Given the increased detection of PFOA and PFOS in communities across
America, it is dlsturbmg that the OCSPP did not adhere to the recommendations-of OW and OECA. We
share the concerns expressed by OW and OECA that language included in the final framework rules will
make it harder to track the health consequences of PFOA and PFOS, and therefore appropriately regulate
these harmful materials. '

As the lead federal agency tasked with protectmg human health and the environment, EPA must reassure
Americans that the agency’s decisions are in the public’s best interest and not a result of industry pressure
or political influerice. Therefote, we respectfully request answers to the following-inquires:

o Please explain how the "conditions of use” will be determined for PFOA, PEOS and other chemical
substances for which there ‘are legacy uses under the frameworki rules issued on June 22,2017. If
legacy uses of these chemicals will not be included in any risk evaluation EPA conducts for these
substanices, please describe how the agency will -accurately determine whether the chemical
substance poses-an unreasonable risk.

¢ Pursuant to the Lautenberg Act, a key criterion for prioritization and risk assessment includes "a
consideration of the hazard and exposure potential of a chemical substance or a category of
chemical substances (including consideration of...storage near significant sources. of drmkmg
water)." Please describe how the framework rules meet this requirement. "

We thank you for your attention to this important matter and look forward to your timely response.

Sincerely,

%mx%fw/

eanne Shaheen ‘ Margaret #od Hassan
United States Senator United Stdtes Senator

Cond Swenfagn

Carol Shea-Porter Ann McLane Kuster
Member of Congress Member of Congress







as well — consumers have saved over $42 billion at the pump and mitigated 195 million metric
tons of global warming emissions, according to the EPA.

We urge you not to weaken these vehicle emissions standards, and allow the auto industry to
ensure its continued success and further its innovation while maintaining a standard that brings
clear public health, climate, and consumer benetits. As you move to reevaluate the sound
technical conclusions your agency reached last year in the mid-term evaluation, we expect you
will consider the facts. the science, and the law, which all lead to the single conclusion that the
standards are achievable.

We will be monitoring this review process and look forward to working with you on this
1ssuc.

Sincerely,

don Whitehouse
U.S. Senator .S, Senator

Wnala D. Harris

U.S. Senato

hris Van Hollen
U.S. Senator

Al Franken
LS. Senator

B

Ron Wyden rey A. Merkley
U.S. Senator U.S. Senator

)y
Brian Schatz
U.SESenator U.S. Senator
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Wnited States Senate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510

October 20, 2017
The Honorable Pat Roberts The Honorable Debbie Stabenow
Chairman Ranking Member
U.S. Senate Committee on Agriculture; U.S. Senate Committee on Agriculture,
Nutrition & Forestry Nutrition & Forestry
328A Russell Senate Office Buildirig 328A Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC, 20510 Washington; DC 20510

Dear Chairman Roberts and Ranking Member Stabenow:

We are following up onour letter of July 18, 2017, to provide greater clatity on the small-
number of reasoriable actions EPA must take to ensure a minimum level of public confidence in
its pesticide regulatory program before Congress should reauthorize it on a long-term basis. If
the Administrator of the EPA commits in writing to the following actions, we believe that PRIA
reauthorization can be expedited through the Senate on a rapid basis.

e Maintain the Agricultural Worker Protection Standard published in the federal reglster on
November 2, 2015, including its effective dates and compliance dates, for a minimum of
3 years or the duration of PRIA reauthorization;

e Maintain the Certification of Pesticide Applicators rule published in the federal register
on January 4, 2017, including its effective dates and compliance dates, for a-minimurm of
3 years or thé-duration of PRIA reauthorization; and

e Issue a final decision on the objections to the March.29, 2017 Order Denying the
PAN/NRDC Petition to Revoke All Tolerances and Cancel All Registrations for the
Pesticide Chlorpyrifos by November 20,2017, and on any additional objections filed
regarding future chlorpyrifos decisions within 90 days of receipt.

Page1of2




Thank you for listening to these concerns. We stand ready to sit down and discuss these
issues in further. detail as soon as possible to enable passage of a' long-term PRIA reauthorization
with a minimum of disruption to agency operations. If the Administration fails to take such
reasonable actions to restore a minimum level of confidence in its pesticide program, then we
will exercise our procedural rights on the Senate floor to ensure a full debate on these issues with
an opportunity for an open amendment process.

Sincerely,
Tontbere  folood sy
Tom Udall Rlchard Blumenthal
U.S. Senator U.S. Senator

Cory A. Booker
U.S. Senator

ce:
“The Honorable Scott Pruitt
The Honorable Rodney Davis

Page 20of2
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U.S Environmental Protection Agency
Office of Congressional Affairs

1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20460

Dear Sir or Madam:

1 am writing you on behalf of constituent _, served on active duty in the
Navy from 1965 through 1969. The veteran states he was stationed at the Patuxent River Naval
Air Station while in service and that he had served as a heavy equipment operator while there.
The constituent has since been diagnosed with chloracne, diabetes, and Parkinson’s Disease. Our
office has been working with the constituent for the past year and we are reaching out to your
agency as we are in need of information to support the claims he has since filed with VA.

The evidence our office has been able to locate indicates the Fishing Point Landfill,
known as Site 1, located there at the Patuxent River Naval Air Station, operated from 1960
through 1974. Given the dates of service of the veteran, 1965 through 1969, it appears when the
veteran said he was serving in his MOS as a heavy equipment operator at “the dump” this is the
location he was referring to. The information our office has located, including at the site of EPA,
indicates a number of contaminates were removed from the air station as the base has since been
declared a Super Fund site. However, what our office has not been able to locate is any
information showing which contaminates and/or hazardous materials were present at, and
removed from, the Fishing Point Landfill

Therefore, our office is writing you at this time to request EPA. provide our office
information explaining the history of the Fishing Point Landfill, how it operated while in use, the
process in which waste was disposed of there, and most importantly, which hazardous materials
and/or contaminates were disposed of there while the landfill was in use from 1960 through
1974.

In the meantime, if you have any additional questions or concerns, please contact
constituent liaison Paul Nasella at: 860-258-6940.

Sincerely,

poocd Wmen /2

Richard Blumenthal
United States Senate
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Congress of the United Stateg
TWashington, HC 20510

January 25, 2018

Alexandra Dunn

Administrator, Region 1

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
5 Post Office Square, Suite 100
Boston, Massachusetts 02109

Dear Ms. Dunn:

We write today regarding the recent letter to Mr, Peter Britz from Mr. Gerardo Millan-Ramos,
Remedial Project Manager for the Coakley Landfill Superfund Site, formally requesting a deep
bedrock investigation at the site. We applaud the United States Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) Region 1 for formally requesting a deep bedrock investigation at Coakley
Landfill, but we would also encourage you and your staff to ensure that this work begins as
quickly as possible.

As you are aware, in September 2017, EPA Region 1 released the addendum to the fourth Five-
Year Review for the Coakley Landfill Superfund Site. In the addendum, EPA identified that “the
knowledge about groundwatcr flow and the fate and transport of site contaminants of concern
(COCs) in the deep bedrock is very limited”. The recommended action outlined in the addendum
was that the Coakley Landfill Group, the potentially responsible party (PRP) for the Coakley
Landfill Superfund Site, conduct a deep bedrock investigation to address the data gaps and
possible transport of contaminants from the site. Since the deep bedrock investigation is
projected to take approximately two years, it is essential that the EPA avoid delays in completing
this critical work.

Protecting the health and wellbeing of our citizens and our environment is one of the most
important roles of government. The EPA must continue to work quickly to assess the conditions
at the Coakley Landfill Site and ensure that the remedy at the site is protective of both short and
long-term heaith.

Thank you for your ongoing efforts at the Coakley Landfill Superfund Site. We look forward to
continuing to work with you and EPA Region 1 to address the public health and environmental

concerns of Granite Staters,

Sincerely,

Margare od Hassan Jeanne Shaheen
United States Senator United Stales Senator




Carol Shea-Porter Ann McLane Kuster
Member of Congress Member of Congress



Congress ﬁf the @nited States

TWaghington, BC 20510

February 23, 2018
* The Honorable Scott Pruitt

Administrator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW

Washington, D.C. 20460

Dear Administrator Pruitt: ‘

We strongly urge the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to withdraw its
proposed denial and instead grant Connecticut’s petition under Section 126 of the Clean Air Act
regarding the Bruriner Island Steam Electric Station and expeditiously provide Connecticut with
long sought after relief from dirty, downwind air pollution. Connecticut has long been adversely
impacted by trans-border air pollutlon ofien directly causing our state to exteed EPA ozone and
~ other pollutant limits — the very tV pe of pollution emltted by Brunner Island Station.

Congress recognized the need for the EPA 1o step in and address polIutlon sources in one
state that adversely impact another. Because a harmed state has no authority to regulate pollution
- sources located in another jurisdiction, under the Clean Air Act, Congress provided the EPA with
the critical statutory duty to address trans-border pollution. Timely, effective EPA action is
required in order for the agency to appropriately carry out this important responsibility.

As you know, the Clean Air Act requires EPA to set national ambient air quality
standards to protect public health and welfare. In cases where a large stationary source, or group
of such sources, emits air pollution significantly contributing to air quality problems in another
downwind state, Section 126 of the Clean Air Act permits the dOanmd state to petition EPA to
require that the orlgmal out-of-state source or group of sources comply with emission controls or
cease opel ations.

In June 2016. Connecticut 111cd a petition concerning pollution emitted by the Brunner
Island Steam Electric Station, a coal-fired power plant that produces cheap, dirty power in York
Haven. Pennsylvania. The prevailing winds from Brunner Island Station often bring harmful air
_ pollution downwind into Connecticut, contributing to serious régional public health risks.

Specifically, air pollution from Brunner Island Station has resulted in increased
concentrations of ground-level ozone in Connecticut. EPA has linked ozone exposure to reduced
lung function, increased asthma attacks, and even higher risk of prematurc death. The pollution
load also adds econemic costs for local businesses.to compensate for the out-of-state
contribution, and has fundamentally interfered with Connecticut’s ability to comply with the
2008 National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). Additionally, while EPA expects
Brunner Island Station to only burn natural gas going forward, there is no legally enforceable
requirement that prevents it from switching back to coal prior to the summer of 2023 —should a
recent proposed consent decree take effect.




~ Under the plain language of Section 126, EPA is required to respond to a petition within
60 days. It is unacceptable that EPA failed to respond to Connecticut’s petition until now—a
clear violation of the time period intended by the U.S. Congress. It is equally unacceptable that at
this late date, EPA now proposes to deny the petition without providing an enforceable remedy
to address Connecticut’s air pollution problem.

Air pollution does not respect state lines nor the health and economic consequences that
come along with it. As such, we urge you to immediately provide Connecticut with relief by
approving the Section 126 petition, and requiring the Brunner Island Station to eliminate its
harmtul emissions contributing to ozone transported into Connecticut.

Thank you for your attention to this important matter. ~
Sincerely, W

RICHARD BLUMENTHAL CHRISTOPHER S. MURPHY
United States Senate United States Senate

ROSA DeLAUR%

Member of Congress

Ko,

JOHN B. LARSON
Member of Congress

LY

J OE COURTNEY
Member of Congress

U eth A iy

ETH H. ESTY
Metrber of Congress




Wnited Stares Senate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510

March. 14,2018

The Honorable E, Scott Pruitt
Administrator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Peninsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20460

Dear. Administrator Pruitt:

We write to express our deep congern over the reversal of the Environmental Protection
Agency’s (EPA) longstanding policy under Section 112 of the Clean Air Act to continuously
’regulate hazardous, dir pollution from-major industrial sources. Revgking the “once in;.always:
in”policy will lead to greater levéls of arsenic, lead, mercury, and almost two hundred other air
toxic pollutants.in ¢communities around the: United States. The pohcy ‘s revocation is ‘not based
on sound legal reasonmg We therefore request that you reinstate the “once in, always:i in’ pohcy
at least untll EPA has performed and recelved pubhc comment on, a thorough analysts of the.
‘recent hearmg, beforc the Scnate\ Eqwrogment and,)PlelC\ Worl(s \Co\mm;tgg:e,.you aqkqowledged‘
the.agency failed to" “do such analysis befote making its ill-advised decision,

In the Clean Air Act Améndments of 1990, Congtess dramatically chianged the'way EPA
regulated natfonal.aif toxie.emissions:in this country. In-1990; Congress-amended Section 112 of
the Clean Air Act to require EPA to- 1mplement technology-based standards: for the ation’s
Iargest sources of the most hazardous air pollutants known to cause cancer and.otlier serious
health effects. In'setting thése standards, known-as maximum available control technelogy
(MACT) standards; EPA must ensure the emission limits achieve. the, “maximum degree of
reductxon in ernissions” based on emstmg technology and practices used by-the best performers
in iridustry. Every ei ght years,: EPA must review MACT stanidards to deferritine §f they protect
health and welfare. The:law. also $ets emission threshalds'to dlstmgmsh between' miajor. and
minor (called area) sources and.allows the EPA. Administrator fo set less-stringent orno.
standards for area sources,

As the agency started to:implement.the Clean Air Act Amendments.of 1990, EPA recognized
thére would:be circumstances when the MACT standards Congress ¢nvisioned would reduce air
toxic emissions lower than the major source threshold emission limits: Aceording to EPA, this
‘would mean “without a once’in, alwiys:in policy, these (major) facilities.could “backslide’ from
MACT control levels” and “[T]hus the'maximum achievable emissions reductions that Congress
mandated for major sources would not be achieved.” That’s, why, in 1995, EPA established a

! https://Www.épa.gov/s‘ites/p\roqgc’tion/f%les/lzol‘s\-os/docixméritis{nt‘eguid;pdf




“once-in, always-in™ policy stating:that once.a facility is requiréd to comply with major source
MACT standards, that facility-would always remain subject to those standards: As ERPA
explainegd at the time, this interpretation “follows most-naturally from the Ianguage and
structure” of the-Clean AirAct.

Today, through the air toxics MACT progtam, there are 187 hazardous air pollutants being
reduced:-from mere than }74:categoties.of major industrial sources— including coal-fired power
plants, lead smeltersand industrial beilers. In many- circumstances, the EPA Administrator has.
decided not.to include a standard for area sources. This means thie “once in, always in™ policy”
has served as.a critical backstop for. 23 years to ensure air-toxic reductions from our largest
sources are permanent, ds Congress mandated in 1990. Accordmg toa 2017.EPA fact sheet, the
air toxics MACT program with the “once in, always i policy has resulted in the elimination of
1.7. million téns of hazardous air pollution.?

On January 25,2018, EPAs 'O’fﬁcé of Air and Radiation issued new, guidance that revokedthe

“onee in; always in”™ pohcy for major sources, based.on a purported “plain language reading”
whichis inaccurate; ignores the broader statutory. framework, and l1kely to lead to absurd results.
Instead of requiring major sources to.meet the “maximuri degrée of feduction in emissions™ as
Congress intended, EPA’s change now allows all ‘major sources the’ legal nght to.increase
emissions up to‘area source: threshoh{s and an option to avoid MACT. requifements all together.
This ‘will allow industrial facilities'across the’ country to stop runming or stop consistently
operating the'key technology that is currently- reducmg some of our most dangerous airpollution:
In:response to.questions from Senator: Markey in an Environment and Public Works (EPW)
hearing.on January: 30, 2018, youresponded that you do agree {liat more. mercury, lead, and other
air toxics will have a negative impact on humai heglth: Yet, this policy reversal will mean that
more caficer-causing and other hazardous air toxics,: hke atsenic,.mercury, benzene:and PCBs;,
will getiinto’ the ait we bréathe, the water we diink, and the food we eat.

Our concetns about the effects.of EPA’s decision is‘neither:partisan nor uninformed. During the
Bush. Admxmstratlon, then-Actmg EPA Assistant Administrator Bill Wehrum attempted to
withdraw the “once in, always in”policythrough rulemaking and without analysis. In an
internal 2005 .EPA document, EPA regional officials stated that withdrawing the “once in,
always in” policy would:mean “many sources would take limits [ess. stringent- than MACT
requirements” and the policy change would be. “dettfimental to the environment and undermine
the MACT prograrm. "3 The régional EPA officials explamed that the policy.change would mean
major airtoxic sources “could virtaally avoid regulahon and greatly complicate any enforcement
against them™ and “the cost of the increased [hazardous air pollutant] emissions would be borne
by the communities surroundmg the sources.”* The.regional ERA officials were so-concerned
about revoking the “once-in, always;in” policy, they stated EPA should not make the policy

2b!tps {Iwww.epa. gov{snes/productmn/f les/2017-10/documents/potw_rtr f5final_0. pdf
3 hitpsy//www.npr org/documems/2006/apr/epa/epa internal_letter.pdf
# hitps://www.npr.org/documents/2006/apt/epa/epa internal_letter.pdf -



change without looking. “closely at'this issue to determinie whether the likely benefits-would be
greater than the potential énvironmental costs.™

However; by your own -admission, EPA did not closely review—or potentially consider at-all -
the: health effects of this pohcy c,hangc During the January 30 2018 hearing before. the EPW
Committee; Senator Carper asked if EPA-did any analysis: ‘of the health-or environiiental effects.
before dccxdmg to-withdraw’the “once in, always in”policy through a written memo. You
answered, “[T]hat ‘was a decision that was'made outside of the Program.Office of Air.. It was a
Policy Office decision.” Based on your answer; we can only assume EPA made this-decision
without knowinig if: more-gir toxi¢ pollution will be. emitted; where increased emissions might be
located; and what the impacts of this Jpalicy change will be on human health, and state-and local
communities. You and your team seénir to have acted without knowing about the potential health
cffects of your actiéns.

By failing to follow the-congressional intent-of mandatory:standards; EPA hhas‘instead put:
American lives at risk in'the hope that.industry-does the right: thing on'its own..In’ Assistant
Administrator-Wehrum’s January 25,2018, memorandum to EPA Regional Administrators, he
stated that changing the “once in, always in™ policy will encourage facilities to implement
volumary pollution abatement and prevention effoits. However, we know from history and
experience that voluntary innovation and opération improvemerits by industry do not; alone,
reduce thisair toxic pollution: That is why: Congress overhauled the-air toxics provisions. ofthe
Clean Air Act almost 30 years'ago, requiring compliance with MACT standards.

We believe that it is EPA’s responsibility'fo proyide-clear, consistent regulations with the-goal of
protecting our communities. Withdrawing the longstanding “once in, always‘in” policy. fails this:
responsibility.

So that we can'betler understand the rational¢ and health impacts-of’ the decision to withdraw the
“oiice in,-always in” pohcy, 'we ‘also ‘ask that you please’respond to U§ in writing with answers to
the: followmgguestmn&

I. In order to understand the potential magnitude: of:air toxic émissions from this decision, we
_need to know, ‘

a. How.many individual facilities.in the country were considered a-“major source”
under Section 112 on January. 24, 20187

b. Please identify, as of January 24, 2018, how many of the “major source” facilifies
‘1dent1f' cd in quesnon l(a) had comphed with one or ‘more MACT standards thh the
air po]lutant or mere: than 25'tons per.year- of any combmatlon of hazardau'; air
pollutants? Please group these facilities by source; categories (for example, there
‘were X-number of chemical plants meeting-a MACT standard that resulted in lower
eémissions than the major source threshold).

c. Please provide state-by-state data and a national total for facilities identified in 1(b):

5 https://www:npr.org/documents/2006/apriepa/epa_internal_letter.pdf



2.

3.
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d. Please provide:the potential.naximum amount of pollution increases for.all 187
hazar,dduS air pollutants as a result of EPA’s decision fo revoke the “once in, dlways
n” policy.
e How ‘much additional particulate mattet, ozone, lead and othér criterid polluuon will
be added to the atmosphere as a result of revokmg the ‘orice-in, always in” policy?
‘Under the new- memorandum, do‘you- expect.any major source facilities inthe power plant
source:catégory to be eligible to be-re-designated as an area source?
‘How many facilities docs EPA expect will implement valuntary pollution-abatement and
prevention efforts, 'or'pursue-techniological innovations now that the “once in, always in”
policy has been tevoked? Please group the numbet of fagilities by source category-and

provide a. copy-of ‘the modehng datay _assumptions and other analysis EPA perforined to reach

its conclusions..

We request all EPA analysis and modeling of the impacts.of this:policy change, including
cancer-and other human health effects, environmental effécts, cffects:on state.air pollution
emissions, cost-benefit analysis; dand effects on interstate emissions. If none exists today, we
request that ERA complete such analysis and provide a tifheline for completion.

Please: prov1de all documents produced-or obtained by EPA thatare dated after January 20,
2001, that contain, relate:to, .or refer-to data calculatlons, orf analysm, regardmg the-
quantification of emission effects.(negative-or positive). that could result from withdrawing:
the “once in, always in’ pohcy change:

Pledse provide‘all documeénts produced o obtained by EPA 1hat are dated after January 20,
2001, that confain, relate-to; or refer to data, calculdtions, or analysis, regarding the-impacts

‘on the' regulatory 1mplementatxon costs and benefits for states from withdrawing the “once in,

always:in™ policy change:
Please provide all.documents produced orobtained by EPA that are dated after January 20,

-2001, that contain, 1¢late to, or-refer to.data, calculanong -or-analysis, regardinig EPA’s

estimations of How many facilities will :no longer-continue to. reduce hazardous air-pollutants
by the amounts required by the MACT standard because of this pohcy change and the
justitication of that estimation,

Please provide.all documents produced or obtamed by EPA that are dated after-January 20,
2001, that contain, rélate to, or'refer to data; calculations, or analysis, regarding the- .
quantification of health effects that could result-ftom withdrawiiig the “otice i in; always in”
palicy change:

Please provide all doctinents produced or.gbtained by EPA.that are dated from January 20,

2017 throygh-January 25, 2018 that contain, felate to, or refer to- meetings with any and all.

stakeholdersrelated to the “once’in, always in” poliey.
The Environmental Protection Agernicy as said it will seek public comnieént on withdrawing.
the “once-in,-always in” policy.

a, Will the:agency undertake a rulemaking proposal?:

b. How long will the public comment, periocl be, and when will a Federal Register notice

. be published?
c. How many, public. eetings will the EPA told on this issti¢? What will be the dates-
and the Jocations of these meelitigs?"




Pi‘eagge provide. wiitten responses to these questions by. April 9; 2018: If'you or miembers of your
staff have furthier-questions; pleasehave them contact Laura Gillam at
laura_gillam@epw.senate.gov.

Sincerely,

L AT o
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dward J{Markey ‘

Toni ‘Chr‘per‘\l: “E
‘U.S. Senator U.S: Senator

" Benjamin.L. Cardin
U.S. Senator

" Tayfmy Duckworth.

* U:S: Senator

Chris Van Hollen “~" Sheldon Whitehouse
U:S« Senator U.S. Senator

Bernard Sanders Jeffrey A. Merkley
U.S. Senator’ [U.8. Senator




# Cory A. Booker
U:S. Senator

| RlchardJ Dutbin.
U.S. Senator

Brlan Schatz
U, S Senator

Mazie K. Hirono
U.S. Senator

Kirsten Gillibiand
U.S, Senator

* Richard Blumenthal

U"Kamalal) Harns |
U.S. Senator

" Aianne Feinstein
U8, Senator




Nnited States Denate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510

March 12,2018

The Honorable Scott Pruitt
Administrator

U.S Environmental Protection Agency
William Jefferson Clinton Building
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N. W,
Washington, DC 20460

Dear Mr. Administrator:

We write to express our alarm with the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA)
announcement that it seeks to open up for reconsideration two federal safeguards vital to the
protection of the children, women and men that labor in agriculture and apply chemicals in
agricultural, commercial and residential settings. With the lives of children and families across
the country at stake, we urge you to preserve the protections provided by the final Agricultural
Worker Protection Standard rule (WPS) and Certification of Pesticide Applicators rule (CPA) (as
published in the Federal Register on November 2, 2015 and January 4, 2017, respectively), and
to resolve any clarifications needed by the regulated community via additional guidance on the
rules.

We recognize the important role that pesticides play in the United States, particularly in
the agricultural sector. However, precautions must be taken to safeguard the public and the most
exposed and vulnerable populations from pesticide related illness, injury and death caused by
these potentially toxic chemicals. To this end, the EPA finalized revisions to the WPS in the fall
of 2015, and the CPA rule in January 2017.

To understand the relevance of these two rules, we must first acknowledge the people
whose lives they protect and how their training and wellbeing is inextricably linked to our health
and safety. The WPS applies to workers and pesticide handlers that labor in farms, fields,
nurseries, greenhouses and forests. The CPA rule governs the training and certification
requirements of workers who apply Restricted Use Pesticides (RUPs) in, on, or around settings
such as homes, schools, hospitals and industrial establishments. These rules protect not only the
workers that handle and are exposed to pesticides, but also areas around agricultural land and the
children who may incidentally come in contact with the pesticides. From our homes to children’s
schools and agricultural operations across the nation, these federal protections safeguard our
families and weakening them undermines the health and safety of all.









We ask that you protect the health and safety of children, workers, and consumers by
preserving the final Agricultural Worker Protection Standard and the Certification of Pesticide
Applicators rule. We look forward to receiving your response.

Respectfully,

N Okare

Tom Udall Uamala D. Harris

Do @i {amt Tethy

¢__~ Dianne Feinstein Patrick Leahy )
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Richard . Durbin Chris Van Hollen
S 7t mm&w
Brian Schatz hhzabe Warren
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Wnited States Senate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510

April 3, 2018

The Honorable E. Scott Pruitt

Administrator

U.S: Environmental Protection. Agency

1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NNW.

Washington, D.C. 20460

Re: Draft Final Determination ofi Véhicle Emissions Standards.

Dear Administrator Pruitt,

We write to express our strong opposition to the revised final determination that would roll back
and weaken our long-standing fuel economy emissions standards. These standards save
consumers money at the’pump; promote energy independence by reducmg our.reliance on
foreign oil, when we still import more than 3.5 million barrels ev ery day, foster innovation and
American competitiveness; and protect the environment and public hiealth.

In 2012, the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) and the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) worked together with states, automakers, and other experts to establish
passenger vehicle fuel economy and greenhouse gas standards for vehicle:model years (MY)
2017-2025. These standards will save nearly 2.5 million bartels of oil a day by 2030, reduce
greenhouse gas emissions by 6 billion metric tons over the lifespan of the covered vehicles, and
save consumners more than $1 trillion-dollars in fuel costs, an average of $3,000 to $5,000 over
the life of a vehicle purchased in 2025. For the second half of these standards, from MY 2022-
2025, EPA agreed to undertake a Mid-Term Evaluation (MTE) on whether they should
strengthen, loosen, or maintain:the current standards.

EPA was required.to issue a Final Determination on whether the standards are appropriate by
April 1,2018. EPA, NHTSA, and the California Air Resources Board (CARB) issued a Draft
Technical Assessment Reportin. July 2016 that found the existing MY2022-2025 standards could
be met.? EPA’s proposed:determination, released in November 2016, reemphasized that the
standards were appropriate and that n¢' additienal rulemaking was needed.’ This determination
was finalized in January 2017.”

' ULS, Net lmports of Crude Qil and Petroteum Products, U.S. Energy Information Administration.
hmos /fww gia.cov/dnav/per/hist/LeafHandler. ashx"n“PET&sW?viT’l"&TUS"&f—‘M

2 EPA-420-D-16-900 (July 2016)

3 EPA-420-R-16-020 (November 2016)

4 EPA-420-R-17-000 (January 2017)




Despite the significant amount of expert analysis, stakeholder engagement, and agency expertise
that went into this final determination, you decided to revisit this decision and issue a second
final determination for MY2022-2025 vehicle emissions standards. In your announcement, you
said the previous determination was “wrong” and “set the standards too high.”

These weakened fuel economy emissions standards will force Americans to forgo many of the
benefits of the originally agreed upon standards: consumers will pay more at the pump, the
United States will import more oil,-and the country will emit.more greenhouse gases. You are
also leaving automakers and consumers exposed to regulatory uncertainty.

We request.your response by April 20, 2018 to the following questions about your
reconsideration of the January 2017 final detérmination and the process. by which you decided to
reopen this rulemaking:

1. How did the EPA arrive at a conclusion that the fuel economy standards are no longer
technologically feasible, a conclusion which. contradi¢ts the 2016 719-page TAR ‘and the
extensive process underlying the January 2017 MTE?

What specifically within the:EPA’s January 2017 final determination did you think was

inaccurate enough to warrant reopening the MTE?

3. Did EPA calculate how much additiorial money consumers would spend on gas as a-
result of your decision to weaken the MY2022-2025 standards? If yes, please detail the
methodology, and if no, please provide an explanation as to why you did not do this
analysis.

4. Did EPA consider how the proposed changes to the January 2017 final détermination will
affect the amount.of oil imported into the United States? If yes, please detail the
methodology, and if-no, please provide an explanation as to why you did not do-this
analysis.

5. Did EPA consider how the propesed changes to the January 2017 final determination will
affect the number of jobs in the fuel efficiency industry? If yes, please detail the
methodology, and if no, please provide an explanation as to why you did not do this
analysis.

6. Did EPA consider how the proposed ¢hanges to the January 2017 final-determination will
increase greenhouse gas emissions? If yes, please detail the-methodology, and if no,
please provide an explanation as to why you did not do this analysis.

7. Please detail all changes that were made to the inputs and eXecution of the modeling of
possible technology pathways in your decision to reconsider the January 2017 final
determination compared to the 2017 final determination itself.

8. Please detail all meetings you had with the auto mdustry and its representatives that dealt
with the subject of these standards. Please provide copies of all documents (memos,
reports, analyses, talking points, emails) you received from the auto industry and its
representatives on this subject.

N

3 EPA Administrator Pruitt: GHG Emissions Standards for Cars and Light Trucks Should Be Revised, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (April 2, 018), htps:/Awww.epa.govinewsreleases/epa-administrator-pruji-eha-
emissions-standards-cars-and-light-trucks-should-bg




9. Please detail all meetings.you had with the oil industry and its representatives that dealt
with this subject. Please provide copies of all documents (memos, reports, analyses,
talking points, emails) you received from the oil industry and its representatives.on this
subject.

It is extremely troubling to us that EPA would seemingly bend to industry pressure and overturn
an agreement that the auto industry had itself once supported. The current MY 2022-2025 fuel
economy emissions standards deliver savings to consumefs, protect the environment, and
promote national security through energy independence. Your answers to the questions above-are
necessary to help us and the public understand why you appear to oppose these important

objectives. s
Sincerely,

: | W/‘:" ‘ T
Edward J. Markey Sheldon Whitehouse
U.S. Senator U.S. Senator
A i B vy
| il sl S0y
Kawfila D. Harris Richard Blumenthzl
U.S. Senator U.8. Senator

s - > ¢

~ ALY
Dianne Feinstein Michael Bennet

U.S. Senator ’ 1].8. Senator







Lnited States Scenate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510

April 13,2018

The Honorable Scott Pruitt
Administrator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington. DC 20460

Dear Administrator Pruitt:

We write regarding the serious public health concerns related to groundwater contamination
from Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS) in communities and on Department of Defense
(DOD) installations across our states, and to urge you to take swift action to address these concerns.

Some of these chemicals are included in the manufacture of aqueous film forming foam (AFFF),
which has been used in training exercises and to extinguish fires in places such as commercial airports
and military installations. Two types of PFAS, Perfluorooctanoic Acid (PFOA) and Perfluorooctyl
Sulfonate (PFOS), are included on the Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) Contaminant
Candidate List (CCL), which lists potentially harmful contaminants, but does not require them to be
regulated under the Safe Drinking Water Act.

In 2016, the EPA established a lifetime health advisory (LHA) of 70 parts per trillion for
concentrations of PFOA and PFOS in drinking water. However, the LHA is not legally enforceable and
cannot be used to determine remediation responsibilities and transfers of surplus DOD property under
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA).

At this time, a handful of states have established their own cleanup standards that are more
stringent than those under the LHA. While we applaud these states for taking action, we are concerned
that the EPA has not yet declared a federal maximum contaminant level (MCL). A science-based MCL
would provide a clear and enforceable nationwide standard for permissible levels of these
contaminants. An MCL would also inform remediation decisions for sites under CERCLA. DOD has
identified military installations for cleanup and remediation, yet is unable to move forward under
CERCLA without an MCL. DOD has also highlighted the need for the Office of L.and and Emergency
Management to determine a cleanup number. which we strongly support. Without an MCL and cleanup
number, the unintended result is that many military communities across the country remain in limbo.

In December 2017, the EPA announced a cross-agency effort to address PFAS contamination,
saying that it would “build on the work that the Agency has done to establish non-regulatory drinking
water health advisories for PFOA and PFOS.” While we are encouraged that the agency recently
announced its intention to convene a National Leadership Summit on PFAS, more urgent action is still
needed. We urge you. as a part of your efforts, to expeditiously declare an MCL for all PFAS, based on
rigorous scientific evidence, as well as a cleanup number from the Oftice of Land and Emergency
Management. This will provide all states, and our local communities, with much-needed certainty to
move forward on remediation activities and protection regimes for drinking water systems.



Thank you for your prompt attention to this important matter.

Sincerely,

ehbie St
U.S. Senator

, B Do

Richard J. Durbin
U.S. Senator

gﬁuﬁlala D. Harris

Joe Manchin I
U.S. Senator

U.S. Senator "~ _

Kirsten Gillibrand
U.S. Senator

Forr-Carge

Thorf@gs R. Carper \Y
U.S. %’:nator
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Robert P. Casey, Jr. Tammy Du
U.S. Senator UJ.S. Senat
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Gary C .é!ters Charles E. Schumer
U.S. Senator U.S. Senator
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U.S. Senator




Maria Cantwell
U.S. Senator

Bernard Sanders
U.S. Senator
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U.S. Senator
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U.S. Senator

1J.S. Senator

U.S. Senator
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U.S. Senator
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Tandmy Bal

U.S. Senator
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U.S. Senator
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U.S. Senator
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Congress of the Wnited States AL /Y’ODZ“

THashington, B 20510

Fcbruary 23,2018
" The Honorable Scott Pruitt
Administrator
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, D.C. 20460

Dear Administrator Pruitt:

We strongly urge the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to withdraw its
proposed denial and instead grant Connecticut’s petition under Section 126 of the Clean Air Act
regarding the Brurnner Island Steam Electric Station and expeditiously provide Connecticut with
long sought aﬁemmwrminmumion. Connecticut has long been adversely
impacted by trans-border air pollution, often dircctly causing our state {o exceed EPA ozone and
~ other pollutant limits — the very type of pollution emitted by Brunner Island Station.

Congress recognized the need for the EPA to step in and address pollution sources in one
state that adversely impact another. Because a harmed state has no authority to regulate pollution
- sources located in ariothcrjﬁrisdiction, under the Clean Air Act, Congress provided the EPA with
the critical statutory duty to address trans-border pollution. Timely, effective EPA action is
required in order for the agency to appropriately carry out this important responsibility.

As you know, the Clean Air Act requires EPA to set national ambient air quality
standards to protect public health and welfare. In cases where a large stationary source, or group
of such sources, emits air pollution significantly contributing to air quality problems in another
downwind state, Section 126 of the Clean Air Act permits the dowuwir}d state to petition EPA to

require that the original out-of-state source or group of sources comply with emission controls or
cease opel ations.

In Junec 2016, Connecticut ﬁ]cd a petition concerning pollution emitted by the Brunner
Island Steam Electric Station, a coal-fired power plant that produces cheap, dirty power in York
Haven. Pennsylvania. The prevailing winds from Brunner Island Station often bring harmful air
. pollution downwind into Connecticut, contributing to serious regional public health risks.

Specifically, air pollution from Brunner Island Station has resulted in increased
concentrations of ground-level ozone in Connecticut. EPA has linked ozone exposure to reduced
lung function, increased asthma attacks, and even higher risk of prematurc decath. The pollution
load also adds econemic costs for local businesscs.to compensate for the out-of-state
contribution, and has fundamentally interfered with Connecticut’s ability to comply with the
2008 National Ambicnt Air Quality Standards NAAQS). Additionally, while EPA expecls
Brunner Island Station to only burn natural gas going forward, there is no legally enforceable
requirement that prevents it from switching back to coal prior to the summer of 2023 —should a
recent proposed consent decree take effect.

G748




Under the plain language of Section 126, EPA is required to respond to a petition within
60 days It is unacceptable that EPA failed to respond 1o Connecticut’s petition until now—a
clear violation of the time period intended by the U.S. Congress. It is equally unacceptable that at
this late date, EPA now proposes to deny the petition without providing an enforceable remedy
to address Connecticut’s air pollution problem.

Air pollution does not respect state lines nor the health and economic consequences that
come along with it. As such, we urge you to immediately provide Connecticut with relief by
approving the Section 126 petition, and requiring the Brunner Island Station to eliminate its
harmful emissions contributing to ozone transported into Connecticut.

foildta

RICHARD BLUMENTHAL
United States Senate

ROSA DeLAUR
Member of Congress

J OE COURTNEY
Member of Congress

@xm# gdtf

ETH H. ESTY
Metber of Congress

Thank you for vour attention to this important matter. -
Sincerely, W

CHRISTOPHER S. MURPHY
United States Senate

Koo

JOHN B. LARSON s
Member of Congress

mber of Congress







provide our offices with all internal documents and communications in your agency’s possession
regarding any internal deliberations or discussion about this report within 10 business days.

Thank you for your attention to this matter, and we look forward to receiving your response

Soon.
Sincerely,
z; @ z. ! 5. : : [ —

Kirsten Gillibrand Thomas R. Carper

United States Senator United States Senator

Charles E. Schumer Debbie Stabenow
Jnited States Senator United States Senator

Jeanne Shaheen Edward J. ! \Iarkt%ﬁ a
United States Senator United States Senator

&

Elizabeth Warren Patty@dlarray b

United States Senator United States Senator

Bernard Sanders (% C. Peters
United States Senator United States Senator




“Pusgie, fermn—
Margaret Wood Hassan

United States Senator
















MAnited Dtates Dmate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510

June 29, 2018

The Honorable Scott Pruitt
Administrator

Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20460

Dear Administrator Pruitt:

We write today to thank the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for hosting the first per-
and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) comimunity engagement event in Exéter, New
Hampshire.

Granite Staters have been national leaders in advocating for the health and safety of their
families and neighbors, and this productive forum was an important first step in ensuring that
communities impacted by PFAS contamination have a seat at the table and an opportunity for
their voices to be heard. We are hopeful that the EPA will take the concemns and
recommendations that were raised by community leéaders, as well as state and local officials, to
help inform future meaningful federal action on these chemicals. This includes advancing
conversations-and solutions that consider the entire class of PFAS ¢hemicals.

As you know, PFAS contamination in drinking water is an issue not only in our home state of
New Hampshire, but across the country. It is critical for the EPA to take immediate action to
protect citizens from further contamination and ensure that responsible parties are held liable for
addressing any resulting health and safety concerns.

In order to address this problem, the EPA has said it is “beginning the necessary steps to propose
designating PFOA and PFOS as ‘hazardous substances’ through one of the available statutory
mechanisms, including potentially Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and.
Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 102.” By doing so, PFAS will be covered under the EPA’s
CERCLA, and therefore require responsible parties to be held accountable for any future release.
It is appropriate that the EPA evaluates the necessary steps for such a designation, which has
support throughout communities affected by PFAS contamination, and we respectfully request
additional information about the steps and timeline the EPA is taking to consider this proposal.

As EPA staff travels to other commiunities impacted by PFAS contamination, we encourage the
agency to continue listening, and to not lose sight of the urgent need to move forward in
protecting our citizens and our natural resources from these toxic chemicals. Hosting similar
events in other regions of the country is important, but we hope that the agency will take action




to address PFAS concurrently with future engagement events instead of waiting until they are all
completed.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. We look forward to hearing more about what next
steps the EPA will take to protect New Hampshire and our.country from PFAS contamination.

Sincerely,

Margaret Wood Hassan “Jeanne Shaheen !
United States Senator United States Senator




Ynited States Denate

WASHINGTON, DO 20510

July 12,2018

The Honorable Andrew Wheeler
Acting Administrator
Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20460

Dear Acting Administrator Wheeler,

As you take on your new responsibilities as Acting Administrator of the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), we write to voice our continued concerns on an issue that is
particularly critical in our home state of New Hampshire but is also impacting communities
across the country.

As you know, per and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) contamination in drinking water
continues to be a serious health hazard. Once used for a variety of commercial and industrial
applications, PFAS chemicals have been associated with birth defects, various forms of cancer
and immune system dysfunction. While EPA has established drinking water health advisory
levels for two PFAS chemicals, perfluorcoctanoic acid or perfluorooctanesulfonic acid, there is a
critical need to better understand and address any potential adverse health effects these
conlaminants may have on our communities and to continue evaluating existing standards.

We have written former Administrator Pruitt many times to object to agency actions we believe
would stymie EPA’s ability to effectively regulate PFAS materials under the Toxic Substances
Control Act, or promulgate new drinking water health advisories or standards for PFAS
chemicals, as required by the Safe Drinking Water Act. Further details can be found in the
enclosed correspondence. Furthermore, we are deeply troubled by reports that EPA officials
intervened in order to delay the release of toxicological studies conducted by the Department of
Health and Human Services (HHS) Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
concerning the health effects of four PFAS chemicals.

As the lead federal agency tasked with protecting human health and the environment, EPA must
reassure Americans that the agency’s decisions are in their best interest and not a result of
industry pressure or political influence. As you step into your new role, we request that you take
the appropriate steps necessary to understand and address the PEAS contamination problem
facing the nation.

We also urge you to continue EPA’s initiative to develop a PFAS Management Plan that will
improve the characterization of risks from these chemicals, refine PFAS monitoring and
remediation techniques and support the work being done at the state and local levels to address



widespread contamination. In doing so, we encourage you to provide additional community
engagement forums on PFAS, similar to the one held last month in Exeter, New Hampshire.
[ncorporating the concerns and recommendations voiced during these meetings will be integral
to ensuring that federal policies on PFAS have positive state and local effects.

It is imperative that the change in leadership at the EPA does not interrupt the agency’s efforts to
protect our citizens from further contamination, efforts that still need to be strengthened,
expanded, and accelerated. We respectfully request that you respond to the followmg items
within thirty days. Please provide:

» A clear description of how you plan to improve the EPA’s response to PFAS
contamination;

» A plan for how your agency will build on its recent efforts — which included a PFAS
Summit in New Hampshire—to make the EPA and yourself available to Granite Staters
as they address the impact of these contaminants;

e A plan for EPA’s further community engagement in New Hampshire so that Granite
Staters can have direct input and the opportunity to have their voices heard;

» A description of what is being done to advance solutions to this challenge that
considers the entire class of PFAS and not just individual chemicals;

e A further description of what EPA is doing to, in its words, to begin “the necessary
steps to propose designating PFOA and PFOS as ‘hazardous substances’ through one of
the available statutory mechanisms, including potentially Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section
102.” This description should include your estimate of when the EPA will make such a
determination.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. We look forward to hearing from you about what
next steps EPA will take to protect New Hampshire and our country from PFAS contamination.

Sincerely,
7 Neagoe [bran— W WLW
Margaret Wood Hassan Jeanne Shaheen
United States Senator United States Senator

Enclosures






as well — consumers have saved over $42 billion at the pump and mitigated 195 million metric
tons of global warming emissions, according to the EPA.

We urge you not to weaken these vehicle emissions standards, and allow the auto industry to
ensure its continued success and further its innovation while maintaining a standard that brings
clear public health, climate, and consumer benetits. As you move to reevaluate the sound
technical conclusions your agency reached last year in the mid-term evaluation, we expect you
will consider the facts. the science, and the law, which all lead to the single conclusion that the
standards are achievable.

We will be monitoring this review process and look forward to working with you on this
1ssuc.

Sincerely,

don Whitehouse
U.S. Senator .S, Senator

Wnala D. Harris

U.S. Senato

hris Van Hollen
U.S. Senator

Al Franken
LS. Senator

B

Ron Wyden rey A. Merkley
U.S. Senator U.S. Senator

)y
Brian Schatz
U.SESenator U.S. Senator




Hisriir (Lo ffarc

Maria Cantwell ) ehendez ‘
U.S. Senator .S, Senator
>
A 9
enjamin [.. Cardin
.S. Senator U.S. Senator
%; O&Qa/cﬁ | At
Tom Udall ack Reed
[J.S. Senator I.S. Senator
Richard Blumenthal Rill Nelson
U.S. Senator LIS, Senator
/: Z t v = z. 5 !' : :
Richard J. Durbin Kirsten Gillibrand
LS. Senator U.S. Senator
Rernard Sanders Jeanne Shaheen
1..S. Senator .S, Senator

A Iokuchar Catherine Corftz Mdsto
U.S. Seénator U.S. Senator

Cc: The Honorable Elaine L. Chao. Secretary. U.S. Department of Transportation






Nnited States Denate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510

March 12,2018

The Honorable Scott Pruitt
Administrator

U.S Environmental Protection Agency
William Jefferson Clinton Building
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N. W,
Washington, DC 20460

Dear Mr. Administrator:

We write to express our alarm with the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA)
announcement that it seeks to open up for reconsideration two federal safeguards vital to the
protection of the children, women and men that labor in agriculture and apply chemicals in
agricultural, commercial and residential settings. With the lives of children and families across
the country at stake, we urge you to preserve the protections provided by the final Agricultural
Worker Protection Standard rule (WPS) and Certification of Pesticide Applicators rule (CPA) (as
published in the Federal Register on November 2, 2015 and January 4, 2017, respectively), and
to resolve any clarifications needed by the regulated community via additional guidance on the
rules.

We recognize the important role that pesticides play in the United States, particularly in
the agricultural sector. However, precautions must be taken to safeguard the public and the most
exposed and vulnerable populations from pesticide related illness, injury and death caused by
these potentially toxic chemicals. To this end, the EPA finalized revisions to the WPS in the fall
of 2015, and the CPA rule in January 2017.

To understand the relevance of these two rules, we must first acknowledge the people
whose lives they protect and how their training and wellbeing is inextricably linked to our health
and safety. The WPS applies to workers and pesticide handlers that labor in farms, fields,
nurseries, greenhouses and forests. The CPA rule governs the training and certification
requirements of workers who apply Restricted Use Pesticides (RUPs) in, on, or around settings
such as homes, schools, hospitals and industrial establishments. These rules protect not only the
workers that handle and are exposed to pesticides, but also areas around agricultural land and the
children who may incidentally come in contact with the pesticides. From our homes to children’s
schools and agricultural operations across the nation, these federal protections safeguard our
families and weakening them undermines the health and safety of all.









We ask that you protect the health and safety of children, workers, and consumers by
preserving the final Agricultural Worker Protection Standard and the Certification of Pesticide
Applicators rule. We look forward to receiving your response.

Respectfully,

N Okare

Tom Udall Uamala D. Harris

Do @i {amt Tethy

¢__~ Dianne Feinstein Patrick Leahy )

7){'0« \bwi-——- /4/%54«/

Richard . Durbin Chris Van Hollen
S 7t mm&w
Brian Schatz hhzabe Warren






Tasgi feramn

Margaret Wood Hassan

Tammy Duc

Eassiunin Lo Gountan

A.

Jeftr . kley

Benjamin L. Cardin

Martin Heinrich

Maria Cantwell




Lnited States Scenate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510

April 13,2018

The Honorable Scott Pruitt
Administrator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington. DC 20460

Dear Administrator Pruitt:

We write regarding the serious public health concerns related to groundwater contamination
from Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS) in communities and on Department of Defense
(DOD) installations across our states, and to urge you to take swift action to address these concerns.

Some of these chemicals are included in the manufacture of aqueous film forming foam (AFFF),
which has been used in training exercises and to extinguish fires in places such as commercial airports
and military installations. Two types of PFAS, Perfluorooctanoic Acid (PFOA) and Perfluorooctyl
Sulfonate (PFOS), are included on the Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) Contaminant
Candidate List (CCL), which lists potentially harmful contaminants, but does not require them to be
regulated under the Safe Drinking Water Act.

In 2016, the EPA established a lifetime health advisory (LHA) of 70 parts per trillion for
concentrations of PFOA and PFOS in drinking water. However, the LHA is not legally enforceable and
cannot be used to determine remediation responsibilities and transfers of surplus DOD property under
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA).

At this time, a handful of states have established their own cleanup standards that are more
stringent than those under the LHA. While we applaud these states for taking action, we are concerned
that the EPA has not yet declared a federal maximum contaminant level (MCL). A science-based MCL
would provide a clear and enforceable nationwide standard for permissible levels of these
contaminants. An MCL would also inform remediation decisions for sites under CERCLA. DOD has
identified military installations for cleanup and remediation, yet is unable to move forward under
CERCLA without an MCL. DOD has also highlighted the need for the Office of L.and and Emergency
Management to determine a cleanup number. which we strongly support. Without an MCL and cleanup
number, the unintended result is that many military communities across the country remain in limbo.

In December 2017, the EPA announced a cross-agency effort to address PFAS contamination,
saying that it would “build on the work that the Agency has done to establish non-regulatory drinking
water health advisories for PFOA and PFOS.” While we are encouraged that the agency recently
announced its intention to convene a National Leadership Summit on PFAS, more urgent action is still
needed. We urge you. as a part of your efforts, to expeditiously declare an MCL for all PFAS, based on
rigorous scientific evidence, as well as a cleanup number from the Oftice of Land and Emergency
Management. This will provide all states, and our local communities, with much-needed certainty to
move forward on remediation activities and protection regimes for drinking water systems.



Thank you for your prompt attention to this important matter.

Sincerely,

ehbie St
U.S. Senator

, B Do

Richard J. Durbin
U.S. Senator

gﬁuﬁlala D. Harris

Joe Manchin I
U.S. Senator

U.S. Senator "~ _

Kirsten Gillibrand
U.S. Senator

Forr-Carge

Thorf@gs R. Carper \Y
U.S. %’:nator

7} A . 7a

Robert P. Casey, Jr. Tammy Du
U.S. Senator UJ.S. Senat

22 Che i

Gary C .é!ters Charles E. Schumer
U.S. Senator U.S. Senator

[J.S. Segator

ristopher A. Coons
U.S. Senator




Maria Cantwell
U.S. Senator

Bernard Sanders
U.S. Senator

flod lbonsp  Chuarnd  Mignhsty

Richard Blumenthal

e Ve [l

Chris Van Hollen
U.S. Senator

At

Jeffrey A. Merkley
U.S. Senator

1J.S. Senator

U.S. Senator

Edward J. Markey™
U.S. Senator

2, Bue

Tandmy Bal

U.S. Senator

/émad

Margaret Wood Hassan

U.S. Senator

Jeanne Shaheen
U.S. Senator















October 10, 2018

The Honorable Betsy DeVos ‘ The Honorable Andrew Wheeler

Secretary of Education Acting Administrator’

U.S. Department of Education Environmental Protection Agency
400 Maryland Avenue, S, W, 1200 Penmsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20202 Washington, D.C. 20460

Dear Secretary DeVos and Acting Administrator Wheeler:

We:write to urge the U:S. Department of Education (ED) and the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) to take immediate.acfion to protect students from lead in school drinking water. A
recent Government Accountablhty Office (GAO) report found that an estimated 41 percent of
public school districts, serving 12 million students, did not test for lead in school drinking water.!
Furthermore, GAO found that where school districts tested for lead, more than a.third of school
districts found elevated lead levels. Given that lead exposure can result in a vatiety of health
impacts, éspecially for young children, weurge youto swifily implement GAO’s
recommendations to encourage more school districts to test for lead and take immediate action to
combat lead in school drinking water.

As you know, lead is a neurotoxin, and any amount of exposure‘in a child can slow growth and
development, damage hiearing and speech,-and cause learning disabilities. The Flint water crisis,
which-was.caused by a series of unconscionable and short-sighted decisions, renewed national
awareness about the dangers that lead exposure poses-to children and public health. The crisis
also underscored that even the most basic resource within our communities, safe drinking water,
cannot be taken for granted — a reality confronting schools across the country,

e In Michigan, the Detroit public school system shut off drinking water at all of the city’s
public schools after finding elevated lead or copper levels in multiple public schools.

o In Wisconsin, 169 buildings in the Milwaukée Public School System were found to have-
at least one fixture that supplied water with elevated lead levels.

o In Indiana, 61% 0f 915 schools tested in recent months found at least one fixture with
elevated lead.

¢ Schools in Colorado, Florida, New York, Maryland, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Oregon, and
many other states are also confrenting lead in their drinking water..

The GAO report made clear that ED and EPA must accelerate actions to address this problem.
While both of your agencies provide: ghidance and other tesources to states and school districts
regarding testing and remediating lead in drinking water, GAO found that some EPA regional
offices have not communicated the importance.of testing for, and remediating lead in, school
drinking water to school district personnel. Furthetmore, GAO found that ED and EPA do-not
regularly collaborate to support state and school district efforts to address lead in drinking water, -

1 https://www.gac.gov/assets/700/692979.pdf



despite agreeing to do so in a 2005 memorandum of understanding. In total, GAO offered ED -
and EPA seven recommendations that will encourage school districts to test for lead and ensure
testing and remediation efforts are aligned with best practices. :

In addition to the GAQO’s tecbmmendanons, ED and EPA should outline proactive steps: that
protect students from lead in school drinking water: Such steps may include evaluating how
existing ED and EPA programs can be updated to better support lead testing and remediation.

It is critical that you implement these common-sense recommendations immediately, and we ask
that you provide us with a timeline for completing all seven of GAO’s recommendations. We

stand ready to work with you to ensure thatall schools are fulfilling their duty to provide
students with clean drinking water that keeps all children safe.and healthy.

Sincerely, ‘K
WAASE

ebbie Stabenow %
United States Senator Umted Stdtes Senator

Yanne Shaheen
United States Senator

s /%er/%w ‘
Chris Van Hollen &areldon Whntehouse
United States Senator United States Senator

b Kirsten Gillibrand

Umted States Senator United States Senator




ed States Senator

= &

Michael F. Bennet
United States Senator

( pd e § -
ory A. Booker

United States Senator

[ Jowane ot T

1anne Feinstein
Umted States Senator

Lt oy

Richard Blumenthal
United States Senator

Maria Cantwell
United States Senator

Benjamin L. Cardin
United States Senator

bri 2

United States Senator

amala D. Harris
United States Senator

Robert P. Casey, 3

United States Senator

Eaned y Mechosy

Edward J. Markeyu
United States Senator

v fleran —

Margaret ood Hassan
United States Senator

=

Thomas R. Carper ‘
United States Senator’



Ron Wyden
United States Senator

Diek Db

Richard J. Durbin
United States Senator

Charles E. Schumer
United States Senator

k Reed
nited States’Senator

¥ Shetrod Brown
United States Senator

T Lol =

Tammy DgCkworth
United States Senator

Tina Smith
United States Senator

Bill Nelson
United States Senator

) ),

Tim Kaine
United States Senator

Bernard Sanders
United States Senator

Robeit Me‘ne’nde;Lo
United States Sen3sor

Sl Tl

Jeffrey A. Merkley
United States Senator




MAnited Dtates Denate

WASHINGTON, DC 205610

October 9, 2018

Acting Administrator Andrew Wheeler
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue NW
Washington, DC 20460

Dear Acting Administrator Wheeler,

We are writing to request that you extend the comment period by at least 60 days and increase
the number of public hearings to at least four in order to allow for thorough public consideration
and input for the proposed rule, Emission Guidelines for Greenhouse Gas Emissions from
Existing Electric Utility Generating Units; Revisions to Emission Guideline Implementing
Regulations; Regulations to New Source Review Program, 83 Fed. Reg. 44,746—(Aug. 31,
2018)—informally known as the Affordable Clean Energy (ACE) rule.

. Before finalizing the Clean Power Plan, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) conducted
an unprecedented two-year outreach and engagement process with states, tribes and stakeholders.
EPA’s outreach process included four public hearings, talking to over 3,000 stakeholders
including companies, nonprofits, and states, and an open public comment period for 167 days.
Only after this outreach and after receiving and considering 4.3 million comments did EPA
finalize the Clean Power Plan.

Our constituents should be given an equal opportunity to evaluate and weigh in on a proposed
replacement. Currently, the public comment period for the proposed rule will only be 61 days,
and only one public hearing will be held, in Chicago in the EPA’s Region 5, on October 1.}
These opportunities for public input are woefully inadequate given the serious legal,
environmental, and human health concerns raised by the proposed rule. In fact, the ACE rule is
effectively comprised of three rules in one—the revised determination of the “best system of
emissions reduction” under the Clean Air Act, the delegation of additional authority to states to
regulate carbon pollution, and revisions to the New Source Review program that potentially
enables coal-fired power plants to evade upgrading pollution controls>—each of which could
individually justify its own extensive period of public input.

The Clean Power Plan was approved in 2015 to address the overwhelming scientific consensus
that humans are the dominant cause of climate change and provide a path forward to reducing
such impacts. While the Clean Power Plan provided a concrete—and realistic—goal of achieving

! Emission Guidelines for Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Existing Electric Utility Generating Units; Revisions to
Emission Guideline Implementing Regulations; Regulations to New Source Review Program, 83 Fed. Reg. 45,588
(Sep. 10, 2018) (to be codified at 40 C.F.R. pts. 51, 52, and 60).
2 Emission Guidelines for Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Existing Electric Utility Generating Units; Revisions to
Emission Guideline Implementing Regulations; Regulations to New Source Review Program, 83 Fed. Reg. 44,746
(Aug. 31, 2018) (to be codified at 40 C.F.R. pts. 51, 52, and 60).






Acting Administrator Wheeler
October 9, 2018
Page 2

a 32 percent reduction in energy sector emissions by 2030, the ACE rule provides no such limit
and thus hinders the ability of the EPA to regulate carbon emissions—a violation of the Clean
Air Act. Numerous other complex legal issues with the proposed rule will take additional time to
be carefully reviewed.

Even according to the EPA’s own analysis, the ACE rule will result in the release of at least 12
timés more carbon emissions from the energy sector over the next decade, along with increased
emissions of pollutants such as sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxide, and mercury, compared to the
Clean Power Plan.* Health effects stemming from these pollutants could include up to 1,400
additional premature deaths, 140,000 school absences, and 120,000 cases of exacerbated asthma
annually by 2030, again compared to the Clean Power Plan.’ Given these extremely harmful
potential consequences, the public needs additional time to assess EPA’s modeling methodology
for determining the health and environmental impacts of'the proposed rule.

Due to these concerns, we request that you extend the comment period through December 31,
2018, and that you hold at least three additional public hearings to discuss the proposed rule—
including in areas that stand to be most affected by the impacts of climate change, such as coastal
flooding, drought, and wildfires. A 120-day public comment period, subsequently extended by
45 days, followed the publication of the proposed Clean Power Plan. The duration of the -
comment period for the ACE proposed rule should be similar.

As we continue to hear from our constituents and local and state officials on this matter, we will
likely have additional comments for you in the future on this issue. We will be closely following
your progfess on this critical matter. Should you have any questions about this request, please
contact Lindsey Griffith at 202-224-2742.

Sincerely,
Edward J. Markey , Tom Carper
United States Senator - United States Senator

3 Carbon Pollution Emission Guidelines for Existing Stationary Sources: Electric Utility Generating Units, 80 FR
64,461 (Oct. 23, 2015) (to be codified at 40 C.F.R. pt. 60).
4U.S., Environmental Protection Agency, Regulatory Impact Analysis for the Proposed Emission Guidelines for
Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Existing Electric Utility Generating Units; Revisions to Emission Guideline
Implementing Regulations; Revisions to New Source Review Program, Publication No. EPA-452/R-18-006, Aug.
2018, https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2018-08/documents/utilities_ria_proposed_ace_2018-08.pdf.
5U.S., Environmental Protection Agency, Regulatory Impact Analysis for the Proposed Emission Guidelines for
Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Existing Electric Utility Generating Units; Revisions to Emission Guideline
Implementing Regulations, Revisions to New Source Review Program, Publication No. EPA-452/R-18-006, Aug.
" 2018, https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2018-08/documents/utilities ria_proposed_ace_2018-08.pdf.
6 Carbon Pollution Emission Guidelines for Existing Stationary Sources: Electric Utility Generating Units, 80 FR
64,461 (Oct. 23, 2015) (to be codified at 40 C.F.R. pt. 60).
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Acting Administrator Wheeler
October 9, 2018
Page 3

Ron Wyden
United States Sena

; Jeanne Shaheen

United States Senator

T T, ST

Tina Smith
Umted States Senator

ﬁ [} : 10 5 z' : : .
Kirsten Gillibrand
United States Senator

Benjamin J. Cardin
United States Senator

//ﬁ_f

Michael F. Bennet
United States Senator

Duckworth

Umt States Senator
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Richard J. Durbin
United States Senator

%y/’ Shptte

Chris Van Hollen
United States Senator

5% A. Merkley &

United States Senator
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argaret Wood Hassan
United States Senator

Lo Chmin Y
Richard Blumenthal
ited States Senator
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Tom Udall
United States Senator
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United States Senator
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Acting Administrator Wheeler
October 9, 2018

Page 4
]
Mame K. Hirono \_/ Kamala D. Harris
United States Senator United States Senator

Jack Reed
United States Senator

Robert Menerjdez
United States Sdsfator

Cv/ /‘a@ N/ f Sonectine—

Cory A. Booker ’ Bernard Sanders
United States Senator United States Senator

%ﬂﬁ,m,-

Dianne Feinstein
United States Senator
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Whnited DStates Denate

WASHINGTON, DC 20810

November 15, 2018

The Honorable Andrew ‘Wheeler
Acting Administrator
Environmetital Protection Agency
1301 Constitution Ave: NW
Washington, DC 20460

Dear Acting Administrator Wheeler:

We write to request information; about the Environimental Protection. Agency’s (EPA’s) recent
dismissal and- appointment of" members 10.its"Clean Air Scientific Advisory Committee
(CASAC), its decision to disband ‘two key scientific-air pollutlon adv1sory panels, and its
invitation for public comment on the nomination of 174 scientists'to EPA’s Sciénce Advisoty
Board.! These actions, taken together with:past similar actions, could have the effect of
jeopardizing the environment and human health, because they are likely to result in the
replacement of renowned scientists who. can provide EPA with advice on how-to best protect
people from the effects of- environmental pollution with less'qualified, industry representatives
who may also:have conflicts of interest.

There have been frequent efforts to understand the manner in which EPA is removing and
appointing scientists on its federal advisory. committees:

e In letters sent:to then-Administrator Prujtt in May 20]7, Senators Carper?, Shalieen, and
Hagsan® expressed deep-concern about EPA’s abrupt dismissal of twelve scientists. from
EPA’s Board of Scientific Counselors; and Senator Carper requésted all documents

“related to.any EPA ‘plans or: consxder,atlon of plans not to fénew: the terms of any
member-of any of EPA’s other boards or panels.”

e InlJuly 2017, the Government ‘Atcountability Office (GAO) actepied a request from 10
Senators*:to review EPA’s process-for ‘sele‘cting federal advisory comtmittée members.

¢ After EPA announced® on October 31, 2017 that it Wwould ban scieiitists from serving on
federal advisory commlttees if they. received reséarch fundmg from EPA, 10 Senators

"https://yosemite. epa gov/sab/sabproduct nsf/LookupWebProj ectsCunentBOARD/593858E2F SEA0BB8852582BA0

06BS7ES5/$File/LOCpostSABF Y2019:pdf

2 https://www.epw. senate govfpubhc/mdex .fm/2017/5/carper-questions-epa-s-abrupt-dismissal-of-scientists-from-

agency—board

* hiipsi//www:shahéen.senate gov/xmo!medxa/docfs ~18-
7%20Letter%20D1smlssal%ZOOf%ZOEPA%ZOBOSC%ZOmembers pdf

4 https://www.whitehouse.senaté.gov/news/rélease/senators-call-on-governmentswatchdog-to:examine-

independence-of-epa-advisory-committees

5 https://www.epa. gov/s:tes/pmduct:on/ﬁles/ZO17 10/documents/final_draft_fac. directive-10.31.2017.pdf




asked® GAO 1o expand its probe in order-to consider several quesnons concemmg the
impact of that. policy on EPA’s 22 federal advisory committees.

¢ On Janudry.9,2018, Senators Carper-and Whitehouse sent a letter’ to ERA asking about
the-appointment of two scientists—Drs. Louis. Anthony. (Tony) €ox, Jr., a researcher for
the petroleum mdustry, and S.. Stanley Young, a-researcher for the’ pharmaceutlcal -and
petroleum industry—to the CASAC and Scientific-Advisory Boaxd According to
internal EPA documents, EPA carcer staff believed that Drs. Cox and.Young may have
financial conflicts of interest, may risk an appearance of a lack of impartiality, and may
lack the scientific expertise necessary to serve-on one-or more Federal Advisery
Committees. )

» OnFebruary 14, 2018, Senators Carper and, Whitehouse sent’ GAQ information about
Dr. Cox and Dr. Larry Wolk, who, according to internal EPA documents released by the
Senators, was criticized for- havmg no chrect experience in health effects of air
pollution,” among ‘other things.

There have also been mote recent changes-to CASAC’s membership: On October 10, 2018, EPA
announced the appointment of five-new members to’its CASAC; and the unusual dismissal of
three qualified scientists from that committee, Specifically; youremoved Judith Chow, Ivan
Fernandez, Elizabeth Sheppard from CASAC—all'of whom weré eligible to serve for another
three years—and additionally removed Larry Wolk.

In their place, you-appointed Dr. Sabine Lange from the Texas Commission on Envirorimental
'Quality and Dr. ‘Steven Packham from the Utah Department of Environmental Quality.'® Both
appointments raise:serious concerns related.to whether Drs, Lange and Packham should be
serving on this-Committee. Accordin‘g to docyments obtained by the Senate Committee on
Environment and Public Works'!, EPA caréer staff warnied that Dr. Lange has “no direct
experience serving on national scientific- committees” and-may have a “possible issue with an
appearance of a tack of impartiality” glven her pubhcatlons and preseritation on. standards for
criteria pollutants and her employer’s well-established views and posmons on various National
Ambient Air Quality Standards. Dr. Lange has said that lowering the smog health standard from

6 hﬁps:/lwww,whitehouse;genate,gqvlnews/rcIease/seriétors—to‘-g‘(aokekzimine-prﬁitt's“-’sc'ienee-advisory-board-double—
standard

commlttees-carper-and whltehouse-hlghhbht-concems-wnh-new-epa-appomtees-conﬂlcts-of-mterest >>>>

:3 https://yosemite.epa.gov/sab/sabpeople.nsfiwebcommitiees/CASAC:

 https:/iwww. epw.senate.gov/public/ cache/files/9/2/92393c¢8-538a-4631-ad4c-
0a57f8b8e676/3BCOFSDEEGTDSEA 320CFE774AAAS278. carper-whitehouise-send-riew-intemal-epa-documents-
to-gao.pdf

19 hitps://'www.epa. gov/newsreleases/actmg—admm)strator—wheeler-announces-sc1ence advisors-key-clean-air-act-
commitiee

1 htps:/fwww. :epw.senate.gov/public/_cache/fi les/9/2/92393¢c8- 5382:4631-addc-
0457f8b8¢676/3BCIF5DSE6TDSEA1329CFET7T4A AAS228 carper-whitchouse-send-hew-internal-cpa-décuments-
to-gao.pdf



75"parts per billion (ppb) to 70 ppb:“will not measurably impact public-health,”' has disputed
that. short-term expostire to'smog pollution was linked to respiratory mortality and total
mortality," and is considered by some to have “extréme” views regardlng the harmfulness of
ozone (smog) pollution and the need for protective health staridards, '

Dr. Packham holds similarly troubling views. In 2014, he presented a poster about air quality and
.outdoor exercise with the conclusion.béing that positive. effects of exercise outweigh risks of
exposure to air pollution—minimizing the impact that air pollution can-have on the healthiest
and unhealthiest among us, He has also said that individuals can generally deal with increased. air
pollution, and that'while such pollition “can take years'off your life” you “don’t drop dead.” He
has also’ downplayed spikes in formaldehyde presence in Utah.

The appointment.of these two scientists (and removal of highly ‘qualified scientists) is
particularly concerning in light of EPA’s October 10, 2018 anneuncement'> that it would disband
its Particulate Matter Review Panel-and the Ozone Review Panél, which are comprised of
outside scientists that have assisted EPA with.its statutory obligation under the Clean Air Act to
review the adequacy of EPA’s staridards for'six common air, pollutants; including particulate
matter and ozone. Instead, EPA announced that CASAC — which is riow populated with
scientists who are generally in favor of lower pollution standards — will:serve that function
instead.!6 Importantly, Dr. Cox:remains the Chair of CASAC, despite.a‘Tecent investigative

- report finding ‘that just this.year Dr. Cox'made claims along the lines “fhat researchers are
overstating the dangers of air pollution,” that “his owh statistical modeling of health data found
1o connection between dirty. air and respiratory probléms or heart attacks,” that “there is no proof
that cleaning air saves lives,” that “there’s no link between fine particle, pollutlon and human
health,” and that “the health benefits from reducing ozone are:““exaggerated.’”?

Most recently, EPA also:announced the nomination of 174 scientists to: EPA’s Science Advisory
Board, which provides indépendent scientific and technical advice to the EPA' Administrator on
EPA’s major progranis.'® This list ificludes several problematic nominees, includinig: Dr. James
Enstrom, who has.served-as a policy: adv1ser for the Koch-funded Heartland Institute-and “has
received funding from the tobacco: lndustry to produce Tesearch that downplays the risks of
secondhand smoke,” and has:determined that the PM2.5 NAAQS is*“scientifically- unjustlﬁed””

2 htips; //www energyindepth.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/06/Shaw-Lange-and-Honeycutt--EM-2015-Ozone-
Health- Benefitspdf
"* https:/ Ihwww: :energyindepth.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/06/Shaw-Lange-and-Honeycutt-EN-2015-Ozone-
Health- Benef' ts.pdf
“ hips://twitter. com/Jwalkenrdc/status/ 1050456077970657287
13 hitps://wwwepa, gov/newsreleases/acnng-admmxstrator-wheeler—announces-saence-advlsors-key-clean-alr-act-
committee
8 https: Iwww.eenews:net/stories/1060102455 )
'7 https://www.revealnews; org/amcle/trumps-alr-pollutxon-adwser-clean ‘air-saves:no-livés/
*https:/yoesemite.epa. gov/sab/sabproductmsﬂ’LookupWebeOJ ectsCurrentBOARD/593858E2FSE40BB8852582BA
006BSTES5/$File/LOCpostSABEY2019 pdf
Phitps://yosemite.epa.govisab/sabproduct.nsfLookup WebProjectsCurrentBOARD/S93838 E2F8E40BB8852582BA
006B57ES!$‘F1]e/LOCpostSABFY20 19.pdf




Dr. William Happer, who helped former EPA.Administrator Scott Pruitt develop the:red-team
concept and heads the GO2 Coalition, Which has received funding to argue that “[m]ore carbon
dioxide levels will’ help everyone, including : future: generations of our families™’; and Dr.
Richard Belzér, whose recent clierits.include Exxon- Mobil, the Anierican Chemlstry Council and
Fitzgerald Glider K1ts which is pushmg EPA to roll backsair polltion protections on heavy
trucks.?!

At least one academic analysis of EPA since the beginning of the Trump administration has.
concluded that EPA. is already défonstrating signs of being inflaenced by the industries it
regulates?? By turningto industty-funded scientists and lobbyists to'staff the ‘agency and
provide it scientific advice, EPA does- little to’enhance its credlbllxty as'an mdependent
government agency acting ta protect. the environment and- pubhc health. And it is hard 1o see
how the agency will be entitled to-deference.in court when-it:seeks to defend rules that show
signs of being written and endorsed by industry.

So that we can understand EPA’s decision-making process with regard fo its federal advisory
cormmittees, we ask that you provideus with responses to the following questions’ and requests
for information no later thar close'of business on December 17, 2018:

1. Please provide us with all documents:that are:related:to EPA’s decisions 1o-appoint or not
to reappoint any members of any of its federal advisory commitiees, including but not
limited to documients relevant to EPA’s assessmeénit of'advisory committee nominees’
potential conflicts of interest ‘or lack of impartiality. Pleasg provide us with updated
responses to this request on a quarterly basis,

2. Please provide a déetailed description of the.internal process EPA: uses to.select members
for its federal'advisoty committees, including:the manner in‘which the input of EPA’s
ccareer staff is solicited and utilized. Please provide us with a copy of all documents that
memorialize all or part of this infernal selection process:

3. Please provide a detailed explanation as to-why EPA has determined to eliminate the
Particulate Mattér Review Panel and the Ozone Review Panel. Please provide us with all
documents that are related o any plan to eliminate ¢ither panel. Going forward, for any
analogous panel EPA determines to-eliminate, please provide us with-documents related
to that-decision.

For purposes of this letter, “documents” includes, but is not limited to,.comiments; notes; emails,
legal and other memoranda, white papers, scientific references, letters, telephone logs, meeting
minutes and calendars, photographs; slides and presentations setit or-received by or within EPA
(including documents sent or received by members of EPA’s'beach-head and transition teams).

» hitps://co2coalition. orgffrequently—asked-quesnonsl#I 465245604826-645 86917-bag4

2} https://www.eenews.net/climatewire/201 8/10/18/stories/ 1060103611

2} indsey Dillon, et al., “The Environmental Proteclion Agéncy in the Early Trump Administration: -Preludé to
Regulatory Capture,” American Jouwrnal-of Public Heglth (April2018)



‘Thank you very much for your attention to this important matter. If you have any questions or-
concerns, please contact or have your staff.contact Michal Freedhoft of the Environment and
Public Works Committee staff, at 202—224-8832

Sincerély,
Z Sheldon Whitehouse
United States Senate
I, e 8 . '
Edward’y. Markey ] MiFgaret Wood Hassan
‘United States Senate. United States Senate

J effrey A, Merkley
United Stdtes'Sénate

Klrsten Gllhbrand Chns Van Hollen
United States Senate United States Senate

Ron Wydé:n ' ‘ Rlchard BIumenthal
United States Senate United States Senate




) Cory A. Booker
United States Senate

e & D o

Jcanne Shaheen Mazxe K. Hirono
United States Senate ‘United States Senate

/ Tina Smith

United States Senator

States Senate






July 31, 2020

The Honorable Andrew Wheeler
Administrator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1301 Constitution Ave. NW
Washington, DC 20460

Dear Administrator Wheeler:

I write to ask about the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) telework policies before and during the
coronavirus pandemic, and its plans for telework during reopening and beyond. EPA has been making major
changes to its telework policies; before the pandemic, it had significantly reduced telework, then in response to
the pandemic, it has maximized telework. Now, EPA has begun a phased reopening of its offices. I would like
more information about EPA’s decision-making processes related to telework and its plans going forward.

Before circumstances necessitated maximum telework, EPA had begun to restrict employee access to it. A
February 27, 2020 order limits non-bargaining-unit employees to no more than two days of telework per week.!
A pending bargaining agreement between EPA and American Federation of Government Employees would
implement similar restrictions for bargaining-unit employees.? Both of these rules are a significant change from
the previous policy permitting employees to telework up to full-time.>

Like many other employers, when COVID-19 hit, EPA authorized maximum telework for all eligible
employees.* In fact, 96 percent of EPA employees have been able to telework during the pandemic.® This is
truly unprecedented, and I commend EPA for rapidly implementing a strong telework program in response to
the pandemic.

On May 21, 2020, EPA announced a plan for a three-phase reopening of its offices.® The plan offers maximum
telework during phases one and two, with most employees returning to the office in phase three.

! Environmental Protection Agency, Work Schedules at the Environmental Protection Agency, Classification No. 3162, 6 (Feb. 27,
2020), https://www.eenews net/assets/2020/03/23/document_gw_01.pdf.
2 Kevin Bogardus, Union presidents vote to approve contract, E&E News (Jun. 12, 2020),
https://www.eenews.net/greenwire/stories/1063376627.
3 Environmental Protection Agency, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Telework Policy, Order No. 3110.32, 8-10 (Jan. 26, 2016,
revised Apr. 23, 2017), https://www.eenews.net/assets/2019/09/12/document_gw_16.pdf.
4 See Lia Russell, Agencies respond to White House telework guidance, FCW (Mar. 16, 2020),
https://fcw.com/articles/2020/03/16/agencies-respond-telework-guidance.aspx. See also Kevin Bogardus, Policy to limit telework
emerges during pandemic, E&E News (Mar. 23, 2020), https://www.eenews.net/stories/1062681577.
5 Kate Polit, EPA Makes the Jump to 96% Telework, MeriTalk (Apr. 22, 2020), https://www meritalk.com/articles/epa-makes-the-
jump-to-96-telework/.
¢ Kevin Bogardus, EPA starts 'measured and deliberate’ reopening, E&E News (May 22, 2020),
https://www.eenews.net/stories/1063205377.
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I want to know more about the reasoning for these changes, lessons learned, EPA’s reopening plan, and its
plans for telework. I would like responses to the following questions by August 31, 2020.

1.

Before the pandemic, what motivated EPA to reduce its telework policy from up to full-time telework
for eligible employees to a maximum of two days per week?

Did EPA complete a cost-benefit analysis of this policy change, including consulting with relevant
stakeholders, before announcing the changes and moving to implement them? If not, why not? If so,
please provide a summary of the cost-benefit analysis.

How has operating with 96 percent of employees on full-time telework impacted agency operations and
productivity?

What lessons has EPA learned from operating with so many employees on full-time telework during the
pandemic?

Based on those lessons, does EPA still intend to limit telework in the future to a maximum of two days
per week? Why or why not? If yes, at what point during the phased reopening do you anticipate that the
two-day maximum will go back into effect?

I appreciate your attention to this important issue and look forward to a response.

Sincerely,

Margaret Wood Hassan

Ranking Member

Federal Spending Oversight and
Emergency Management Subcommittee
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April 3.2017

The Honorable Scott Pruitt
Administrator

LS. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue. NW
Washington, DC 20460

Dear Administrator Pruitt:

The Clean Water Rule (80 FR 37053) clarified the scope of waters protected under the 1972
Clean Water Act. the primary federal flaw governing water pollution. The final rule was based
not only on legal precedent. but decades of peer-reviewed science, ageney expertise. and
experience implementing the Clean Water Act nationwide.n

Section 3 of Executive Order 13778 directs EPA and the Army Corps of Engineers to consider
weakening the rules significantly, based on one opinion in Rapanos v. United States, 547 ULS.
713 (2006).2 A majority of the Supreme Court rejected that opinion. and it does not reflect the
body of precedent implementing the Clean Water Act. Therefore. we are concerned of the threat
that Executive Order 13778 poses to critical wetlands and to streams. including streams that feed
mnto the drinking water supplies of 117 million Americans,s

We respectiully request a response that addresses the following:

* Incomplying with Executive Order 13778, will you guarantee that drinking water quality
will not be worse for the 117 million Americans who receive drinking water {rom public
water systems that draw supply from seasonal. rain-dependent., or headwater streams?

*  linder any potential revision of the rule. protections for critical streams may be lifted.
crasing sateguards to prevent chronic contamination. Such a scenario could require the
addition of expensive water puritication technologies to ensure drinking water suppliced
by these waters would be safe. What would be the financial burden to municipalities
supplying water? Has EPA analyzed how residential and commercial water might be
impacted?

» Furthermore. chronic contamination of streams may require communitics to explore
alternative drinking water sources. Please provide specific case estimates of potential
incurred costs for adopting alternative water sources for these communities. Please list
cominunities that do not have reasonable alternative water sources.

; Federal Register, Clean Water Rule: Definition of " Waters of the United States.” FPA -HQ-OW--2011 0880;
FRL. 9927 20-0OW.

» Federal Register. Fxecutive Order 13778 of February 28. 2017, Restoring the Rule of Law, Federalism. and
Economic Growth by Reviewing the “Waters of the United States™ Rule,

<LLS. Eavironmental Protection Agency. Geographic Information Svstems Analvsis of the Surface Drinking Water
Provided by intermittent, L: phumml and de\\dtu Streams in the U.S. ity
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it Ltlibend.

KIRSTEN GILLIBRAND
(1.S. Senator
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LS. Sehator

( \ S«.nalm

AaRYA BOOKIER

LS. Senator

foo d Tlomn 2

RICHARD BLUMENTHAL
U.S. Senator

Us. Scalm

EDWARD J. ?\/IAIGLEM

.S, Senator









and priorities of states, the electric power scctor and the public, gives states and electric utilitics
the time and flexibility to meet reasonable carbon pollution emissions reduction targets, allowing
five years until reductions need to begin. The Clean Power Plan provides both long-term
certainty for our nation’s power sector, and tools to enable the more than two dozen states that
have policies either limiting power sector CO2 emissions, or expanding renewable energy, to
integrate those policies with a national program.

Rescinding the Clean Power Plan also means that Americans will never realize its numerous
health and economic benefits. The EPA cstimated the Clean Power Plan would cut emissions
from power plants 32 percent below 2012 levels by 2030. In 2030, the pollution standards will
deliver climate and health benefits of up to $90 billion dollars and reduce houschold energy
prices by $85 per year. ¥/

Walking away from the Clean Power Plan, and other eflorts to address climate change, will also
increase risks to the federal budget and taxpayers. The costs of inaction on climate are so
troubling that the Government Accountability Oftice (GAQ) has listed climate change on the
agency’'s High Risk List since 2013 because it is a “signilicant financial risk to the federal
government.” ¥l

Knowing the health and economic benefits of the Clean Power Plan, and the risks our nation
faces by not reducing CO2 emissions from power plants, please respond to the following:

I. Please provide a detailed description, including a schedule with milestones, of the review
process that the EPA will follow respect to the Clean Power Plan.

2. Inthe event that the EPA review determined that a rulemaking to suspend, revise or
rescind the Clean Power Plan is needed, please provide a detailed description of the
process the agency would follow in such a case. Please include relevant timelines and
milestones.

3. Please identifv the actions the EPA will take to ensure inclusive, extensive, and

productive outreach to, and engagement with, the power sector, states, stakeholders and
the public as the agency implements the Executive Order.

4. During an exchange with Senator Gillibrand during your confirmation hearing before the
Environment and Public Works Committee, you stated, *'1 believe that the EPA, because
of the Mass v. EPA case and the endangerment finding, has obligations to address the
CO2 issue.™ If the EPA rescinds the Clean Power Plan, how does the agency intend on
fulfilling its legal obligations to address carbon pollution emissions? Please explain in
detail how an alternative to the Clean Power Plan would achieve the full range of public
health, economic. and environmental benefits that would have resulted from Clean Power
Plan.

5. On March 9. 2017, vou made the following statement about carbon dioxide on CNBC:
"So no, | would not agree that it’s a primary contributor to the global warming that we

FUhtp Awww gao goviighrisk/imiting_tederal_government_fiscal_exposure/why _did_study




see.” This comment directly contradicts: a) vour testimony and answers provided in
response to questions for the record during your confirmation process; b) the EPA’s
endangerment finding, which was upheld by the D.C Circuit Court of Appeals; and c¢) the
views of 196 countries and 97 percent ot climate scientists. Between the time of your
confirmation hearing and your March 9 statement, did you obtain additional scientific
information or analysis supporting your March 9 statement and contradicting your
statements about CO2 during your confirmation process? If so, please provide us with
that information and analysis.

6. What assurances can you provide us that your answer to Senator Gillibrand’s question
and similar statements you made at your confirmation hearing, as opposed to your
statement on March 9, will guide the work of the EPA in carrying out the directives in the
Executive Order?

7. Pleasc provide a copy of all documents, (including but not limited to hand-written notes,
paper files, emails. memos, white papers, telephone logs, presentations or meeting
minutes) between and among any combination of you, other agency officials, other
federal government officials, any state officials, and any non-governmental entities that
inform. contribute to, direct, or are otherwise related to related to any decision you take in
EPA’s review or under the Executive Order with respect to the Clean Power Plan.

8. The contention that the Clean Power Plan is a deathblow to coal industry jobs is highly
questionable. Studies have found that regulations may play some small part in reductions
in the coal workforce; but automation. shifts in mining practices. and prices of natural gas
are all major contributing factors to the decline of coal. ! Please provide a list of every
coal mine and coal-fired plant that will remain open, be built, or be expanded as a result
of the rescission of the Clean Power Plan, along with the expected number of jobs that
will be retained or added as a result. On what basis was each EPA projection made?

As we continue to hear from our constituents and local and state officials on this matter, we may
have additional questions for you in the future. In the meantime, we would appreciate your
thorough responses to these requests by no later than May 4, 2017. If you or your staff have
questions about these requests, your stafl’ may contact Laura Haynes Gillam of Senator Carper’s
staff at 202-224-8832.

We appreciate your prompt attention to our requests.

Sincerely,

T Lo

Tom Carper
U.S. Senator
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apply to the smaller headwaters and wetlands identified by the Clean Water Rule, and why 87
percent of the million or so commenters on the Clean Water Rule said they liked it.

Given the stakes, any effort to change the Clean Water Rule should be based upon robust and
meaningful consultation with the public. The 30-day comment period is simply not enough.

Since it is so important to allow the public adequate time to provide responses to this notice, we
would appreciate your prompt reply to this request.

Sincerely,

M"ﬁ"’\/ W Q. N
Edwar MM

Tom Carper V
U.S. Senator U.S. Senator

ory A. Booker Christopher Van Hollen
U.S. Senator U.S. Senator

Richard Durbin Margaré Wood Hassan

U.S. Senator U.S. Senator
' /
Robut P. Casey. Ir. Benjamin L. Cardin
U.S. Senator U.S. Senator
Sheldon Whitehouse Tom Udall

U.S. Senator U.S. Senator



A, Ptune Hehoes

t1rcy M—grkl(.v Jeanne Shahcen
U.S. Senator U.S. Senator

7z Bue. wiﬁm&w

¥ Tamndy Baldwin Elizabeth Warren
U.S. Senator U.S. Senator

N e P G

Py Mur Ga’rv C. Peters

1J.S. Senator U.S. Senator

my Duckworth

Kamala D. Harris

U.S. Senator U.S. Senator
Jack Reed " Maria Cantwell
U.S. Senator U.S. Senator

¢
Dianne Feinstein
U.S. Scnator

Robert Menchdez.
U.S. Senator






MARGARET WOOD HASSAN |
NEWW HAMPSHIEE HART BUHLIING
SWASHINGTON, £X 20530

(2071278 334

Wnited States Senate

August 4, 2017

The Honorable Scott Pruitt
Administrator

LEnvironmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20460

Dear Adminiswrator Pruitt:

1 write to request an update on the status of the Environmental Protecuion Agency’s (EPA)
Methods Update Rule under the Clean Water Act.

The Methods Update Rule was signed by the previous EPA Administrator in December
2016 and it makes a number of important revisions to analytical procedures for wastewater and
other environmental sampling that will provide regulatory clarity and increased flexibility for
municipalities and industry. My office has been contacted by business leaders in New Hampshire
that are seeking clarity on the status of the Methods Update Rule and are supportive of the revisions
and the cost-savings associated with the changes.

Ensuring that all Granite Staters and Americans have access to clean water (s essennal to

public health, to the safety of our communities, and to the overall well-being of our state. Thank vou
for vour prompt attention to this request.

With every good wish,

g

Margard

s

Cood Hassan
United States Senator
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including streams that feed into the drinking water sources of 117 million Americans. Protecting
these waters also directly benefits iconic bodies of water like Puget Sound. the Mississippi River.
the Great Lakes, and the Chesapeake Bay. These waters support our communities. hunters and
anglers, and water-dependent businesses like breweries and outdoor recreation. Because of these
impacts, the agencies found that the public benefits of the rule would be as high as $572 million
per year and would significantly outweigh the rule’s compliance costs.

The agencies took vears to develop the Clean Water Rule, notably including a scientific review
that relied on over 1,200 peer-reviewed publications. The science confirms the significant
relationship that tributaries. wetlands. and other waters have with the larger bodies of water into
which they feed. The agencies also conducted a significant stakeholder engagement process that
resulted in over 400 meetings and more than one million comments, approximately 87 percent of
which supported the rule.

After years of uncertainty—created in large part by the contlicting Riverside, SWANCC', and
Rapanos Supreme Court decisions—our constituents finally had a definition driven by science
and not by the courts. In fact, as you note, President Trump. in his Executive Order on February
28, 2017, wrote, “[i]t is in the national interest to ensure that the Nation’s navigable waters are
kept free of pollution, while at the same time promoting economic growth. minimizing
regulatory uncertainty, and showing due regard to the roles of the Congress and the States under
the Constitution.” For an administration to change the definition of what constitutes a water of
the United States almost immediately upon entering office creates more. not less. regulatory
uncertainty. We need stability and certainty for our constituents to be safe and our economy to
grow.

Now more than ever. it is clear that too many communities have to worry about access to clean,
safe water. Vigorously implementing the Clean Water Act helps protect clean drinking water for
everyone. We therefore urge your agencies to immediately withdraw the misguided proposal to
repeal the 2015 Clean Water Rule.

Respectfully submitted.,

enjamin L. Cardin Tom Carper V
United States Senator United States Senator

= =
Aoz T2, Rl s Tom—
Patrick Leahy ’ / Dianne Feinstein

United States Senator United States Senator




Pubei

Richard J. Durbin
United States Senator

Robert Menendez (’
United States Senator

Robert P. Casey, Jr. j 9\ '

United States Senator

Jeanne Shaheen
United States Senator

oy

Kirsten Gillibrand
United States Senator

Martin Heinrich
United States Senator

Edward J. Markey
United States Senator

Sy

/J,ac Reed
Uprited States Senator
Z—c/ //W

Bernard Sanders
United States Senator

Woiine__

heldon Whitehouse
United States Senator

Al

Jeffrey A. Merkley
United States Senator

focloe Whomn 27

C

Richard Blumenthal
United States Senator

ubisd

Elizabeth Warren
United States Senator

w«w”’“d
Zfory A. Booker
United States Senator




.

Chris Van Hollen
United States Senator United States Senator

Kamala D. Harris
United States Senator



Wnited States Senate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510

October 5. 2017

The Honorable Scott Pruitt
Administrator

Environmental Protection Agency
Office of the Administrator 1101 A
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W,
Washington, DC 20460

Dear Administrator Pruitt:

We urge you to ensure that the EPA’s final rule setting blending targets under the Renewable
Fuel Standard (RFS) for 2018 promotes growth in the U.S. biofuel sector and in our economy.

When Congress adopted the RFS in 2005, its goal was to put.in place a stable, forward-looking
policy to drive innovation and investments that would bring biofuels to American consumers,
The biofuel industry supports hundreds of thousands of jobs throughout the country, reduces the
environmental impact of our transportation and cnergy sectors, and cuts our reliance on foreign
oil. The stability of our policy has led to billions of dollars of investment in the biofuel sector.
America’s production capacity has expanded more than threefold since 2005 with fuels such as
biodiesel, cellulosic ethanol, recycled-waste, algal, and other advanced biofuels.

We need to build on this progress. The 2017 final RFS rule set Renewable Volume Obligations
(RVO) at the levels Congress intended. The 2018 proposed rule, while positive for maintaining
the maximum blending target for conventional biofuel at 15 billion gallons, would represent a
step back when it comes to advanced biofuels, resulting in less renewable fuels being blended
than in 2017. The rule unjustifiably flatlines biomass-based diesel, reduces advanced biofuels,
and reduces the cellulosic biofuel blending target by about 25 percent. The agency arrives at
these lower targets by utilizing a new methodology more reliant on historical data than projected
volumes. The RFS must by law be administered in a forward-looking manner. The final rule
should address these shortfalls. '

In addition, the Notice of Data Availability the agency published on September 26 would lower
the blending targets by the number of gallons of biofuels imported yet still permit these imported
gallons to gencrate compliance credits. There are also reports that the agency is considering
allowing exported gallons of biofuel to generate compliance credits. Taken together, these
actions would reduce renewable fucl blending in the U.S. and create uncertainty for producers.

If done right, this rule is an opportunity to continue our nation’s path to be not only the world
leader in first generation ethanol production, but also in cellulosic ethanol and advanced biofuel
production by spurring investment and manufacturing herc in the United States rather than
overseas,



We urge you to continue to implement the RFS as intended by Congress and release a strong
final rule that would give consumers more choices at the pump, strengthen our cconomy and

make our country more secure.

Sincerely,

Am;\;’l";@
United States Senator

~ Richard J. Durbin
United States Scnates
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United States Senator

Sheldon Whitehouse
United States Senator
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United States Senator
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United States Senator
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Lnited States Denate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510

Qctober 19, 2017

Acting Administrator Deborah Szaro
EPA New England Headquarters

5 Post Office Squate - Suite 100
Boston, MA 02109-3912

Dear Acting Administrator Szaro,

We write today regarding the addendum to the fourth Five-Year Review report for the Coakley
Landfill Superfund Site issued by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). We have heard from
our constituents who are concerned about the timing and manner in which this addendum was
presented to the public. As we continue our efforts to ensure that Granite Staters have access to
safe, clean drinking water and to address public health concerns caused by emerging contaminants
such as perfluorooctanoic acid (PFOA) and perfluorooctane sulfonate (PFOS), we urge you to
appropriately engage with our offices and the people of New Hampshire.

The New Hampshire Governor's Task Force on The Seacoast Cancer Cluster Investigation was
established more than a year ago to investigate and respond to public health and environmental
concerns regarding the cancer cluster and contamination in the region. As a member of this task
force, EPA has been an important partner and provided significant information that has shaped the
policy recommendations from this organization.

During the final meeting of the task force on October 4, 2017, the EPA presented the addendum to
the fourth Five-Year Review report for the Coakley Landfill Superfund Site. We are concerned that
presenting critical information in such a manner has led to confusion among the task force and the
genera] public, While the addendum was issued on September 28, 2017, we understand that EPA’s
determination that “there is not a current unacceptable human health risk at the Site” was not
conveyed to members of the task force prior to the final meeting. By doing so, EPA did not allow
members sufficient opportunity to evaluate the information included in the addendum before the
task force concluded its work. ‘

The people of the Seacoast remain understandably disturbed about potential health and
environmental risks associated with these emerging contaminants, and there is still much work for
stakeholders at all levels of government to do together to address those concerns. We appreciate
EPA’s ongoing efforts to make progress on this serious issue, including the agency’s request that the
Coakley Landfill Group (CLG) post signs to alert the public in areas around Coakley Landfill that
contaminants have been detected in the surface waters and directing CLG to conduct fish-tissue
sampling. As the New Hampshire Legislature’s Commission on the Seacoast Cancer Cluster
Investigation begins its work to build on the task force’s efforts, we hope the EPA will continue to
engage in this important process and to present information in a timely and transpatent manner.



We thank you for your ongoing efforts to combat watet contamination in New Hampshire and look
forward to continuing to wotk together to address the public health and environmental concerns of
our constituents.

Sincetely,

%AW

Margaret ¥ Jeanne Shaheen
United St#es Senator United States Senator






Over the last several years, industry compliance with regulations limiting methane and other air
pollutants by EPA, BLLM, and several states has demonstrated that companies can cost effectively
prevent the waste of important energy resources and reduce air pollution that threatens our
communities and our climate. Reuters reviewed recent Security Exchange Commission filings and
found that 13 of the 15 biggest U.S. oil and gas producers said that compliance with current
regulations is not impacting their operations or their financial condition.” And, according to the
Bureau of Labor Statistics, oil and gas industry employment has steadily increased since the rules
took effect, even in the face of flat and declining oil prices. The Baker Hughes U.S. rig count
identified over 900 land rigs in operation in June, 2017 -- up from 558 when the BLM rule was
finalized in November, 2016, representing more than a 50% increase.

Both the EPA and BLM rules are commonsense, cost effective requirements that direct the oil and
gas industry to find and fix leaks, use up-to-date readily available equipment, and prevent waste
of a natural resource -- saving taxpayers money while also reducing air pollution and protecting
human health. These requirements drive innovation and increase jobs in the growing sector of
methane detection and capture technologies.

We urge you to fully implement the EPA and BLM methane and air pollution regulations as legally
required without delay and to keep these important protections for public health, American
taxpavers, and our energy security in place.

Sincerely,
*

S Ugare %ﬁd/
Tom Udall Maria Cantwell
United States Senator United States Senator
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Congresg of the United States
TWashington, BE 20510

October 27, 2017

The Honorable Scott Pruitt
Administrator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency”
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20460

Dear Administrator Pruitt:

We are deeply troubled by reports and an October 21% 2017 New York Times article that described how
in spite of objections from scientists and administrators in multiple offices within the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), political -appointees at the agency weakened recent regulations promulgated
under the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA), our nation's principal chemical safety law. We are
concerned that these actions not only ignore Congressional intent but may also deprive Granite Staters of
critical information about the risks that chemical materials, particularly perfluorinated compounds, pose
to their families” health,

In 2016, Congress. passed and President Obama signed the bipartisan Frank R. Lautenberg Chiemical
Safety for the 21st Century Act (Lautenberg Act), which substantially amended the 1976 TSCA to create
a stronger, more effective chemical safety system in the U.S. Pursuant to the Lautenberg Act, the EPA is
required to prioritize and evaluate existing chemicals based purely on the risks they pose to human health
and the environment. Moreover, when assessing the saféty of a chemical, the Lautetiberg Act requires that
the EPA consider all uses of the chemical, and take ‘steps to especially ensure the protectxon of vulnerable
individuals who are most at risk from these substances, :

We are concerned that the “framework rules” issued by EPA on June 22, 2017, which are intended to
provide guidance for the implementation of the Lautenberg Act, create opportunities for the agency and
challengers of the law to undermine the safety measures clearly directed by Congress.

In particular, we take issue with the reversal-of EPA’s approach to a chemical substance's "condition of
use.” While the proposed rules issued by the agency on January 17 and 19, 2017, called for the evaluation
of all uses of a chemical, including known, intended and reasonably foreseeable uses, the final framework
rules give EPA the discretion to exclude from its afialysis certain uses. This change has far-reaching
consequences and may limit the agency's evaluation of légacy chémicals including; perfluorooctanoic acid
(PFOA) and perfluorooctanesulfonic acid (PFOS). These concerns were expressly brought to the attention
to the Office of Chemical Safety and Pollution Protection (OCSPP) in 2 meémorandum from the Office of
Water (OW) dated May 30, 2017, as departments within the agency were considering revisions to the
proposed regulations.

Once used for a variety of commercial and industrial applications; such as nonstick cookware and
firefighting foam, PFOA and PFOS have been associated with birth defects, various forms of cancer and



immune system dysfunction. These materials ate no longer sold but they ‘are still present in the
environment in New Hampshire and other states. PFOA and PFOS have emerged as a widespread
contaminant in drinking water sources in several southern New Hamipshire towns and were responsible
for the closing of a major water supply well located at the former Pease Air Force Base.

In its memorandum, OW recommended that OCSPP rescind its revisions and instead adopt a “"chemical
substance-based approach" that would appropriately consider exposure pathways that may lead to
drinking, surface and ground water contamiination. A similar recommendation was given to OCSPP by
the head of EPA's Waste and Chemical Enforcement Division in the Office of Enforcement and
Comphance Assurance (OECA). Given the increased detection of PFOA and PFOS in communities across
America, it is dlsturbmg that the OCSPP did not adhere to the recommendations-of OW and OECA. We
share the concerns expressed by OW and OECA that language included in the final framework rules will
make it harder to track the health consequences of PFOA and PFOS, and therefore appropriately regulate
these harmful materials. '

As the lead federal agency tasked with protectmg human health and the environment, EPA must reassure
Americans that the agency’s decisions are in the public’s best interest and not a result of industry pressure
or political influerice. Therefote, we respectfully request answers to the following-inquires:

o Please explain how the "conditions of use” will be determined for PFOA, PEOS and other chemical
substances for which there ‘are legacy uses under the frameworki rules issued on June 22,2017. If
legacy uses of these chemicals will not be included in any risk evaluation EPA conducts for these
substanices, please describe how the agency will -accurately determine whether the chemical
substance poses-an unreasonable risk.

¢ Pursuant to the Lautenberg Act, a key criterion for prioritization and risk assessment includes "a
consideration of the hazard and exposure potential of a chemical substance or a category of
chemical substances (including consideration of...storage near significant sources. of drmkmg
water)." Please describe how the framework rules meet this requirement. "

We thank you for your attention to this important matter and look forward to your timely response.

Sincerely,

%mx%fw/

eanne Shaheen ‘ Margaret #od Hassan
United States Senator United Stdtes Senator

Cond Swenfagn

Carol Shea-Porter Ann McLane Kuster
Member of Congress Member of Congress







as well — consumers have saved over $42 billion at the pump and mitigated 195 million metric
tons of global warming emissions, according to the EPA.

We urge you not to weaken these vehicle emissions standards, and allow the auto industry to
ensure its continued success and further its innovation while maintaining a standard that brings
clear public health, climate, and consumer benetits. As you move to reevaluate the sound
technical conclusions your agency reached last year in the mid-term evaluation, we expect you
will consider the facts. the science, and the law, which all lead to the single conclusion that the
standards are achievable.

We will be monitoring this review process and look forward to working with you on this
1ssuc.

Sincerely,

don Whitehouse
U.S. Senator .S, Senator
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Congress of the United Stateg
TWashington, HC 20510

January 25, 2018

Alexandra Dunn

Administrator, Region 1

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
5 Post Office Square, Suite 100
Boston, Massachusetts 02109

Dear Ms. Dunn:

We write today regarding the recent letter to Mr, Peter Britz from Mr. Gerardo Millan-Ramos,
Remedial Project Manager for the Coakley Landfill Superfund Site, formally requesting a deep
bedrock investigation at the site. We applaud the United States Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) Region 1 for formally requesting a deep bedrock investigation at Coakley
Landfill, but we would also encourage you and your staff to ensure that this work begins as
quickly as possible.

As you are aware, in September 2017, EPA Region 1 released the addendum to the fourth Five-
Year Review for the Coakley Landfill Superfund Site. In the addendum, EPA identified that “the
knowledge about groundwatcr flow and the fate and transport of site contaminants of concern
(COCs) in the deep bedrock is very limited”. The recommended action outlined in the addendum
was that the Coakley Landfill Group, the potentially responsible party (PRP) for the Coakley
Landfill Superfund Site, conduct a deep bedrock investigation to address the data gaps and
possible transport of contaminants from the site. Since the deep bedrock investigation is
projected to take approximately two years, it is essential that the EPA avoid delays in completing
this critical work.

Protecting the health and wellbeing of our citizens and our environment is one of the most
important roles of government. The EPA must continue to work quickly to assess the conditions
at the Coakley Landfill Site and ensure that the remedy at the site is protective of both short and
long-term heaith.

Thank you for your ongoing efforts at the Coakley Landfill Superfund Site. We look forward to
continuing to work with you and EPA Region 1 to address the public health and environmental

concerns of Granite Staters,

Sincerely,

Margare od Hassan Jeanne Shaheen
United States Senator United Stales Senator




Carol Shea-Porter Ann McLane Kuster
Member of Congress Member of Congress



Nnited States Denate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510

March 12,2018

The Honorable Scott Pruitt
Administrator

U.S Environmental Protection Agency
William Jefferson Clinton Building
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N. W,
Washington, DC 20460

Dear Mr. Administrator:

We write to express our alarm with the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA)
announcement that it seeks to open up for reconsideration two federal safeguards vital to the
protection of the children, women and men that labor in agriculture and apply chemicals in
agricultural, commercial and residential settings. With the lives of children and families across
the country at stake, we urge you to preserve the protections provided by the final Agricultural
Worker Protection Standard rule (WPS) and Certification of Pesticide Applicators rule (CPA) (as
published in the Federal Register on November 2, 2015 and January 4, 2017, respectively), and
to resolve any clarifications needed by the regulated community via additional guidance on the
rules.

We recognize the important role that pesticides play in the United States, particularly in
the agricultural sector. However, precautions must be taken to safeguard the public and the most
exposed and vulnerable populations from pesticide related illness, injury and death caused by
these potentially toxic chemicals. To this end, the EPA finalized revisions to the WPS in the fall
of 2015, and the CPA rule in January 2017.

To understand the relevance of these two rules, we must first acknowledge the people
whose lives they protect and how their training and wellbeing is inextricably linked to our health
and safety. The WPS applies to workers and pesticide handlers that labor in farms, fields,
nurseries, greenhouses and forests. The CPA rule governs the training and certification
requirements of workers who apply Restricted Use Pesticides (RUPs) in, on, or around settings
such as homes, schools, hospitals and industrial establishments. These rules protect not only the
workers that handle and are exposed to pesticides, but also areas around agricultural land and the
children who may incidentally come in contact with the pesticides. From our homes to children’s
schools and agricultural operations across the nation, these federal protections safeguard our
families and weakening them undermines the health and safety of all.









We ask that you protect the health and safety of children, workers, and consumers by
preserving the final Agricultural Worker Protection Standard and the Certification of Pesticide
Applicators rule. We look forward to receiving your response.

Respectfully,

N Okare

Tom Udall Uamala D. Harris
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Lnited States Scenate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510

April 13,2018

The Honorable Scott Pruitt
Administrator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington. DC 20460

Dear Administrator Pruitt:

We write regarding the serious public health concerns related to groundwater contamination
from Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS) in communities and on Department of Defense
(DOD) installations across our states, and to urge you to take swift action to address these concerns.

Some of these chemicals are included in the manufacture of aqueous film forming foam (AFFF),
which has been used in training exercises and to extinguish fires in places such as commercial airports
and military installations. Two types of PFAS, Perfluorooctanoic Acid (PFOA) and Perfluorooctyl
Sulfonate (PFOS), are included on the Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) Contaminant
Candidate List (CCL), which lists potentially harmful contaminants, but does not require them to be
regulated under the Safe Drinking Water Act.

In 2016, the EPA established a lifetime health advisory (LHA) of 70 parts per trillion for
concentrations of PFOA and PFOS in drinking water. However, the LHA is not legally enforceable and
cannot be used to determine remediation responsibilities and transfers of surplus DOD property under
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA).

At this time, a handful of states have established their own cleanup standards that are more
stringent than those under the LHA. While we applaud these states for taking action, we are concerned
that the EPA has not yet declared a federal maximum contaminant level (MCL). A science-based MCL
would provide a clear and enforceable nationwide standard for permissible levels of these
contaminants. An MCL would also inform remediation decisions for sites under CERCLA. DOD has
identified military installations for cleanup and remediation, yet is unable to move forward under
CERCLA without an MCL. DOD has also highlighted the need for the Office of L.and and Emergency
Management to determine a cleanup number. which we strongly support. Without an MCL and cleanup
number, the unintended result is that many military communities across the country remain in limbo.

In December 2017, the EPA announced a cross-agency effort to address PFAS contamination,
saying that it would “build on the work that the Agency has done to establish non-regulatory drinking
water health advisories for PFOA and PFOS.” While we are encouraged that the agency recently
announced its intention to convene a National Leadership Summit on PFAS, more urgent action is still
needed. We urge you. as a part of your efforts, to expeditiously declare an MCL for all PFAS, based on
rigorous scientific evidence, as well as a cleanup number from the Oftice of Land and Emergency
Management. This will provide all states, and our local communities, with much-needed certainty to
move forward on remediation activities and protection regimes for drinking water systems.



Thank you for your prompt attention to this important matter.

Sincerely,

ehbie St
U.S. Senator
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Richard J. Durbin
U.S. Senator

gﬁuﬁlala D. Harris

Joe Manchin I
U.S. Senator

U.S. Senator "~ _
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U.S. Senator
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U.S. Senator
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U.S. Senator
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U.S. Senator
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U.S. Senator
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U.S. Senator
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U.S. Senator
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U.S. Senator

Jeanne Shaheen
U.S. Senator









provide our offices with all internal documents and communications in your agency’s possession
regarding any internal deliberations or discussion about this report within 10 business days.

Thank you for your attention to this matter, and we look forward to receiving your response

Soon.
Sincerely,
z; @ z. ! 5. : : [ —

Kirsten Gillibrand Thomas R. Carper

United States Senator United States Senator

Charles E. Schumer Debbie Stabenow
Jnited States Senator United States Senator

Jeanne Shaheen Edward J. ! \Iarkt%ﬁ a
United States Senator United States Senator
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United States Senator United States Senator
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United States Senator United States Senator
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MAnited Dtates Dmate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510

June 29, 2018

The Honorable Scott Pruitt
Administrator

Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20460

Dear Administrator Pruitt:

We write today to thank the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for hosting the first per-
and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) comimunity engagement event in Exéter, New
Hampshire.

Granite Staters have been national leaders in advocating for the health and safety of their
families and neighbors, and this productive forum was an important first step in ensuring that
communities impacted by PFAS contamination have a seat at the table and an opportunity for
their voices to be heard. We are hopeful that the EPA will take the concemns and
recommendations that were raised by community leéaders, as well as state and local officials, to
help inform future meaningful federal action on these chemicals. This includes advancing
conversations-and solutions that consider the entire class of PFAS ¢hemicals.

As you know, PFAS contamination in drinking water is an issue not only in our home state of
New Hampshire, but across the country. It is critical for the EPA to take immediate action to
protect citizens from further contamination and ensure that responsible parties are held liable for
addressing any resulting health and safety concerns.

In order to address this problem, the EPA has said it is “beginning the necessary steps to propose
designating PFOA and PFOS as ‘hazardous substances’ through one of the available statutory
mechanisms, including potentially Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and.
Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 102.” By doing so, PFAS will be covered under the EPA’s
CERCLA, and therefore require responsible parties to be held accountable for any future release.
It is appropriate that the EPA evaluates the necessary steps for such a designation, which has
support throughout communities affected by PFAS contamination, and we respectfully request
additional information about the steps and timeline the EPA is taking to consider this proposal.

As EPA staff travels to other commiunities impacted by PFAS contamination, we encourage the
agency to continue listening, and to not lose sight of the urgent need to move forward in
protecting our citizens and our natural resources from these toxic chemicals. Hosting similar
events in other regions of the country is important, but we hope that the agency will take action




to address PFAS concurrently with future engagement events instead of waiting until they are all
completed.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. We look forward to hearing more about what next
steps the EPA will take to protect New Hampshire and our.country from PFAS contamination.

Sincerely,

Margaret Wood Hassan “Jeanne Shaheen !
United States Senator United States Senator




Ynited States Denate

WASHINGTON, DO 20510

July 12,2018

The Honorable Andrew Wheeler
Acting Administrator
Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20460

Dear Acting Administrator Wheeler,

As you take on your new responsibilities as Acting Administrator of the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), we write to voice our continued concerns on an issue that is
particularly critical in our home state of New Hampshire but is also impacting communities
across the country.

As you know, per and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) contamination in drinking water
continues to be a serious health hazard. Once used for a variety of commercial and industrial
applications, PFAS chemicals have been associated with birth defects, various forms of cancer
and immune system dysfunction. While EPA has established drinking water health advisory
levels for two PFAS chemicals, perfluorcoctanoic acid or perfluorooctanesulfonic acid, there is a
critical need to better understand and address any potential adverse health effects these
conlaminants may have on our communities and to continue evaluating existing standards.

We have written former Administrator Pruitt many times to object to agency actions we believe
would stymie EPA’s ability to effectively regulate PFAS materials under the Toxic Substances
Control Act, or promulgate new drinking water health advisories or standards for PFAS
chemicals, as required by the Safe Drinking Water Act. Further details can be found in the
enclosed correspondence. Furthermore, we are deeply troubled by reports that EPA officials
intervened in order to delay the release of toxicological studies conducted by the Department of
Health and Human Services (HHS) Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
concerning the health effects of four PFAS chemicals.

As the lead federal agency tasked with protecting human health and the environment, EPA must
reassure Americans that the agency’s decisions are in their best interest and not a result of
industry pressure or political influence. As you step into your new role, we request that you take
the appropriate steps necessary to understand and address the PEAS contamination problem
facing the nation.

We also urge you to continue EPA’s initiative to develop a PFAS Management Plan that will
improve the characterization of risks from these chemicals, refine PFAS monitoring and
remediation techniques and support the work being done at the state and local levels to address



widespread contamination. In doing so, we encourage you to provide additional community
engagement forums on PFAS, similar to the one held last month in Exeter, New Hampshire.
[ncorporating the concerns and recommendations voiced during these meetings will be integral
to ensuring that federal policies on PFAS have positive state and local effects.

It is imperative that the change in leadership at the EPA does not interrupt the agency’s efforts to
protect our citizens from further contamination, efforts that still need to be strengthened,
expanded, and accelerated. We respectfully request that you respond to the followmg items
within thirty days. Please provide:

» A clear description of how you plan to improve the EPA’s response to PFAS
contamination;

» A plan for how your agency will build on its recent efforts — which included a PFAS
Summit in New Hampshire—to make the EPA and yourself available to Granite Staters
as they address the impact of these contaminants;

e A plan for EPA’s further community engagement in New Hampshire so that Granite
Staters can have direct input and the opportunity to have their voices heard;

» A description of what is being done to advance solutions to this challenge that
considers the entire class of PFAS and not just individual chemicals;

e A further description of what EPA is doing to, in its words, to begin “the necessary
steps to propose designating PFOA and PFOS as ‘hazardous substances’ through one of
the available statutory mechanisms, including potentially Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section
102.” This description should include your estimate of when the EPA will make such a
determination.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. We look forward to hearing from you about what
next steps EPA will take to protect New Hampshire and our country from PFAS contamination.

Sincerely,
7 Neagoe [bran— W WLW
Margaret Wood Hassan Jeanne Shaheen
United States Senator United States Senator

Enclosures



Whnited DStates Denate

WASHINGTON, DC 20810

November 15, 2018

The Honorable Andrew ‘Wheeler
Acting Administrator
Environmetital Protection Agency
1301 Constitution Ave: NW
Washington, DC 20460

Dear Acting Administrator Wheeler:

We write to request information; about the Environimental Protection. Agency’s (EPA’s) recent
dismissal and- appointment of" members 10.its"Clean Air Scientific Advisory Committee
(CASAC), its decision to disband ‘two key scientific-air pollutlon adv1sory panels, and its
invitation for public comment on the nomination of 174 scientists'to EPA’s Sciénce Advisoty
Board.! These actions, taken together with:past similar actions, could have the effect of
jeopardizing the environment and human health, because they are likely to result in the
replacement of renowned scientists who. can provide EPA with advice on how-to best protect
people from the effects of- environmental pollution with less'qualified, industry representatives
who may also:have conflicts of interest.

There have been frequent efforts to understand the manner in which EPA is removing and
appointing scientists on its federal advisory. committees:

e In letters sent:to then-Administrator Prujtt in May 20]7, Senators Carper?, Shalieen, and
Hagsan® expressed deep-concern about EPA’s abrupt dismissal of twelve scientists. from
EPA’s Board of Scientific Counselors; and Senator Carper requésted all documents

“related to.any EPA ‘plans or: consxder,atlon of plans not to fénew: the terms of any
member-of any of EPA’s other boards or panels.”

e InlJuly 2017, the Government ‘Atcountability Office (GAO) actepied a request from 10
Senators*:to review EPA’s process-for ‘sele‘cting federal advisory comtmittée members.

¢ After EPA announced® on October 31, 2017 that it Wwould ban scieiitists from serving on
federal advisory commlttees if they. received reséarch fundmg from EPA, 10 Senators

"https://yosemite. epa gov/sab/sabproduct nsf/LookupWebProj ectsCunentBOARD/593858E2F SEA0BB8852582BA0

06BS7ES5/$File/LOCpostSABF Y2019:pdf

2 https://www.epw. senate govfpubhc/mdex .fm/2017/5/carper-questions-epa-s-abrupt-dismissal-of-scientists-from-

agency—board

* hiipsi//www:shahéen.senate gov/xmo!medxa/docfs ~18-
7%20Letter%20D1smlssal%ZOOf%ZOEPA%ZOBOSC%ZOmembers pdf

4 https://www.whitehouse.senaté.gov/news/rélease/senators-call-on-governmentswatchdog-to:examine-

independence-of-epa-advisory-committees

5 https://www.epa. gov/s:tes/pmduct:on/ﬁles/ZO17 10/documents/final_draft_fac. directive-10.31.2017.pdf




asked® GAO 1o expand its probe in order-to consider several quesnons concemmg the
impact of that. policy on EPA’s 22 federal advisory committees.

¢ On Janudry.9,2018, Senators Carper-and Whitehouse sent a letter’ to ERA asking about
the-appointment of two scientists—Drs. Louis. Anthony. (Tony) €ox, Jr., a researcher for
the petroleum mdustry, and S.. Stanley Young, a-researcher for the’ pharmaceutlcal -and
petroleum industry—to the CASAC and Scientific-Advisory Boaxd According to
internal EPA documents, EPA carcer staff believed that Drs. Cox and.Young may have
financial conflicts of interest, may risk an appearance of a lack of impartiality, and may
lack the scientific expertise necessary to serve-on one-or more Federal Advisery
Committees. )

» OnFebruary 14, 2018, Senators Carper and, Whitehouse sent’ GAQ information about
Dr. Cox and Dr. Larry Wolk, who, according to internal EPA documents released by the
Senators, was criticized for- havmg no chrect experience in health effects of air
pollution,” among ‘other things.

There have also been mote recent changes-to CASAC’s membership: On October 10, 2018, EPA
announced the appointment of five-new members to’its CASAC; and the unusual dismissal of
three qualified scientists from that committee, Specifically; youremoved Judith Chow, Ivan
Fernandez, Elizabeth Sheppard from CASAC—all'of whom weré eligible to serve for another
three years—and additionally removed Larry Wolk.

In their place, you-appointed Dr. Sabine Lange from the Texas Commission on Envirorimental
'Quality and Dr. ‘Steven Packham from the Utah Department of Environmental Quality.'® Both
appointments raise:serious concerns related.to whether Drs, Lange and Packham should be
serving on this-Committee. Accordin‘g to docyments obtained by the Senate Committee on
Environment and Public Works'!, EPA caréer staff warnied that Dr. Lange has “no direct
experience serving on national scientific- committees” and-may have a “possible issue with an
appearance of a tack of impartiality” glven her pubhcatlons and preseritation on. standards for
criteria pollutants and her employer’s well-established views and posmons on various National
Ambient Air Quality Standards. Dr. Lange has said that lowering the smog health standard from

6 hﬁps:/lwww,whitehouse;genate,gqvlnews/rcIease/seriétors—to‘-g‘(aokekzimine-prﬁitt's“-’sc'ienee-advisory-board-double—
standard

commlttees-carper-and whltehouse-hlghhbht-concems-wnh-new-epa-appomtees-conﬂlcts-of-mterest >>>>

:3 https://yosemite.epa.gov/sab/sabpeople.nsfiwebcommitiees/CASAC:

 https:/iwww. epw.senate.gov/public/ cache/files/9/2/92393c¢8-538a-4631-ad4c-
0a57f8b8e676/3BCOFSDEEGTDSEA 320CFE774AAAS278. carper-whitehouise-send-riew-intemal-epa-documents-
to-gao.pdf

19 hitps://'www.epa. gov/newsreleases/actmg—admm)strator—wheeler-announces-sc1ence advisors-key-clean-air-act-
commitiee

1 htps:/fwww. :epw.senate.gov/public/_cache/fi les/9/2/92393¢c8- 5382:4631-addc-
0457f8b8¢676/3BCIF5DSE6TDSEA1329CFET7T4A AAS228 carper-whitchouse-send-hew-internal-cpa-décuments-
to-gao.pdf



75"parts per billion (ppb) to 70 ppb:“will not measurably impact public-health,”' has disputed
that. short-term expostire to'smog pollution was linked to respiratory mortality and total
mortality," and is considered by some to have “extréme” views regardlng the harmfulness of
ozone (smog) pollution and the need for protective health staridards, '

Dr. Packham holds similarly troubling views. In 2014, he presented a poster about air quality and
.outdoor exercise with the conclusion.béing that positive. effects of exercise outweigh risks of
exposure to air pollution—minimizing the impact that air pollution can-have on the healthiest
and unhealthiest among us, He has also said that individuals can generally deal with increased. air
pollution, and that'while such pollition “can take years'off your life” you “don’t drop dead.” He
has also’ downplayed spikes in formaldehyde presence in Utah.

The appointment.of these two scientists (and removal of highly ‘qualified scientists) is
particularly concerning in light of EPA’s October 10, 2018 anneuncement'> that it would disband
its Particulate Matter Review Panel-and the Ozone Review Panél, which are comprised of
outside scientists that have assisted EPA with.its statutory obligation under the Clean Air Act to
review the adequacy of EPA’s staridards for'six common air, pollutants; including particulate
matter and ozone. Instead, EPA announced that CASAC — which is riow populated with
scientists who are generally in favor of lower pollution standards — will:serve that function
instead.!6 Importantly, Dr. Cox:remains the Chair of CASAC, despite.a‘Tecent investigative

- report finding ‘that just this.year Dr. Cox'made claims along the lines “fhat researchers are
overstating the dangers of air pollution,” that “his owh statistical modeling of health data found
1o connection between dirty. air and respiratory probléms or heart attacks,” that “there is no proof
that cleaning air saves lives,” that “there’s no link between fine particle, pollutlon and human
health,” and that “the health benefits from reducing ozone are:““exaggerated.’”?

Most recently, EPA also:announced the nomination of 174 scientists to: EPA’s Science Advisory
Board, which provides indépendent scientific and technical advice to the EPA' Administrator on
EPA’s major progranis.'® This list ificludes several problematic nominees, includinig: Dr. James
Enstrom, who has.served-as a policy: adv1ser for the Koch-funded Heartland Institute-and “has
received funding from the tobacco: lndustry to produce Tesearch that downplays the risks of
secondhand smoke,” and has:determined that the PM2.5 NAAQS is*“scientifically- unjustlﬁed””

2 htips; //www energyindepth.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/06/Shaw-Lange-and-Honeycutt--EM-2015-Ozone-
Health- Benefitspdf
"* https:/ Ihwww: :energyindepth.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/06/Shaw-Lange-and-Honeycutt-EN-2015-Ozone-
Health- Benef' ts.pdf
“ hips://twitter. com/Jwalkenrdc/status/ 1050456077970657287
13 hitps://wwwepa, gov/newsreleases/acnng-admmxstrator-wheeler—announces-saence-advlsors-key-clean-alr-act-
committee
8 https: Iwww.eenews:net/stories/1060102455 )
'7 https://www.revealnews; org/amcle/trumps-alr-pollutxon-adwser-clean ‘air-saves:no-livés/
*https:/yoesemite.epa. gov/sab/sabproductmsﬂ’LookupWebeOJ ectsCurrentBOARD/593858E2FSE40BB8852582BA
006BSTES5/$File/LOCpostSABEY2019 pdf
Phitps://yosemite.epa.govisab/sabproduct.nsfLookup WebProjectsCurrentBOARD/S93838 E2F8E40BB8852582BA
006B57ES!$‘F1]e/LOCpostSABFY20 19.pdf




Dr. William Happer, who helped former EPA.Administrator Scott Pruitt develop the:red-team
concept and heads the GO2 Coalition, Which has received funding to argue that “[m]ore carbon
dioxide levels will’ help everyone, including : future: generations of our families™’; and Dr.
Richard Belzér, whose recent clierits.include Exxon- Mobil, the Anierican Chemlstry Council and
Fitzgerald Glider K1ts which is pushmg EPA to roll backsair polltion protections on heavy
trucks.?!

At least one academic analysis of EPA since the beginning of the Trump administration has.
concluded that EPA. is already défonstrating signs of being inflaenced by the industries it
regulates?? By turningto industty-funded scientists and lobbyists to'staff the ‘agency and
provide it scientific advice, EPA does- little to’enhance its credlbllxty as'an mdependent
government agency acting ta protect. the environment and- pubhc health. And it is hard 1o see
how the agency will be entitled to-deference.in court when-it:seeks to defend rules that show
signs of being written and endorsed by industry.

So that we can understand EPA’s decision-making process with regard fo its federal advisory
cormmittees, we ask that you provideus with responses to the following questions’ and requests
for information no later thar close'of business on December 17, 2018:

1. Please provide us with all documents:that are:related:to EPA’s decisions 1o-appoint or not
to reappoint any members of any of its federal advisory commitiees, including but not
limited to documients relevant to EPA’s assessmeénit of'advisory committee nominees’
potential conflicts of interest ‘or lack of impartiality. Pleasg provide us with updated
responses to this request on a quarterly basis,

2. Please provide a déetailed description of the.internal process EPA: uses to.select members
for its federal'advisoty committees, including:the manner in‘which the input of EPA’s
ccareer staff is solicited and utilized. Please provide us with a copy of all documents that
memorialize all or part of this infernal selection process:

3. Please provide a detailed explanation as to-why EPA has determined to eliminate the
Particulate Mattér Review Panel and the Ozone Review Panel. Please provide us with all
documents that are related o any plan to eliminate ¢ither panel. Going forward, for any
analogous panel EPA determines to-eliminate, please provide us with-documents related
to that-decision.

For purposes of this letter, “documents” includes, but is not limited to,.comiments; notes; emails,
legal and other memoranda, white papers, scientific references, letters, telephone logs, meeting
minutes and calendars, photographs; slides and presentations setit or-received by or within EPA
(including documents sent or received by members of EPA’s'beach-head and transition teams).

» hitps://co2coalition. orgffrequently—asked-quesnonsl#I 465245604826-645 86917-bag4

2} https://www.eenews.net/climatewire/201 8/10/18/stories/ 1060103611

2} indsey Dillon, et al., “The Environmental Proteclion Agéncy in the Early Trump Administration: -Preludé to
Regulatory Capture,” American Jouwrnal-of Public Heglth (April2018)



‘Thank you very much for your attention to this important matter. If you have any questions or-
concerns, please contact or have your staff.contact Michal Freedhoft of the Environment and
Public Works Committee staff, at 202—224-8832

Sincerély,
Z Sheldon Whitehouse
United States Senate
I, e 8 . '
Edward’y. Markey ] MiFgaret Wood Hassan
‘United States Senate. United States Senate

J effrey A, Merkley
United Stdtes'Sénate

Klrsten Gllhbrand Chns Van Hollen
United States Senate United States Senate

Ron Wydé:n ' ‘ Rlchard BIumenthal
United States Senate United States Senate




) Cory A. Booker
United States Senate

e & D o

Jcanne Shaheen Mazxe K. Hirono
United States Senate ‘United States Senate

/ Tina Smith

United States Senator

States Senate






July 31, 2020

The Honorable Andrew Wheeler
Administrator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1301 Constitution Ave. NW
Washington, DC 20460

Dear Administrator Wheeler:

I write to ask about the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) telework policies before and during the
coronavirus pandemic, and its plans for telework during reopening and beyond. EPA has been making major
changes to its telework policies; before the pandemic, it had significantly reduced telework, then in response to
the pandemic, it has maximized telework. Now, EPA has begun a phased reopening of its offices. I would like
more information about EPA’s decision-making processes related to telework and its plans going forward.

Before circumstances necessitated maximum telework, EPA had begun to restrict employee access to it. A
February 27, 2020 order limits non-bargaining-unit employees to no more than two days of telework per week.!
A pending bargaining agreement between EPA and American Federation of Government Employees would
implement similar restrictions for bargaining-unit employees.? Both of these rules are a significant change from
the previous policy permitting employees to telework up to full-time.>

Like many other employers, when COVID-19 hit, EPA authorized maximum telework for all eligible
employees.* In fact, 96 percent of EPA employees have been able to telework during the pandemic.® This is
truly unprecedented, and I commend EPA for rapidly implementing a strong telework program in response to
the pandemic.

On May 21, 2020, EPA announced a plan for a three-phase reopening of its offices.® The plan offers maximum
telework during phases one and two, with most employees returning to the office in phase three.

! Environmental Protection Agency, Work Schedules at the Environmental Protection Agency, Classification No. 3162, 6 (Feb. 27,
2020), https://www.eenews net/assets/2020/03/23/document_gw_01.pdf.
2 Kevin Bogardus, Union presidents vote to approve contract, E&E News (Jun. 12, 2020),
https://www.eenews.net/greenwire/stories/1063376627.
3 Environmental Protection Agency, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Telework Policy, Order No. 3110.32, 8-10 (Jan. 26, 2016,
revised Apr. 23, 2017), https://www.eenews.net/assets/2019/09/12/document_gw_16.pdf.
4 See Lia Russell, Agencies respond to White House telework guidance, FCW (Mar. 16, 2020),
https://fcw.com/articles/2020/03/16/agencies-respond-telework-guidance.aspx. See also Kevin Bogardus, Policy to limit telework
emerges during pandemic, E&E News (Mar. 23, 2020), https://www.eenews.net/stories/1062681577.
5 Kate Polit, EPA Makes the Jump to 96% Telework, MeriTalk (Apr. 22, 2020), https://www meritalk.com/articles/epa-makes-the-
jump-to-96-telework/.
¢ Kevin Bogardus, EPA starts 'measured and deliberate’ reopening, E&E News (May 22, 2020),
https://www.eenews.net/stories/1063205377.
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I want to know more about the reasoning for these changes, lessons learned, EPA’s reopening plan, and its
plans for telework. I would like responses to the following questions by August 31, 2020.

1.

Before the pandemic, what motivated EPA to reduce its telework policy from up to full-time telework
for eligible employees to a maximum of two days per week?

Did EPA complete a cost-benefit analysis of this policy change, including consulting with relevant
stakeholders, before announcing the changes and moving to implement them? If not, why not? If so,
please provide a summary of the cost-benefit analysis.

How has operating with 96 percent of employees on full-time telework impacted agency operations and
productivity?

What lessons has EPA learned from operating with so many employees on full-time telework during the
pandemic?

Based on those lessons, does EPA still intend to limit telework in the future to a maximum of two days
per week? Why or why not? If yes, at what point during the phased reopening do you anticipate that the
two-day maximum will go back into effect?

I appreciate your attention to this important issue and look forward to a response.

Sincerely,

Margaret Wood Hassan

Ranking Member

Federal Spending Oversight and
Emergency Management Subcommittee



Congress of the United States

Washington, BE 20510
October 28, 2019

The Honorable Andrew Wheeler
Administrator

Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Ave. NW
Washington, DC 20004

Dear Administrator Wheeler:

We write to urge you once more to include electricity in the Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS)
program in time for electricity producers to participate in the 2020 market.

More must be done to ensure that biofuels producers have access to the markets. Congress
intended electricity to be part of the program when it passed RFS2 in 2007 as part of the Energy
Independence and Security Act. Congress mandated a renewable volume obligation of 8.5 billion
gallons for 2019 for the cellulosic fuel category, where most electricity would qualify. However
EPA has achieved only 418 million gallons for this year. It is well past time for the EPA to
include electricity in the renewable volume obligations.

Failing to include electricity has had, and will continue to have, dire consequences for electricity
producers who cannot participate in the program and the supply chains that rely on them.
Biomass, biogas and waste-to-energy producers are making biofuels available for transportation
but are receiving no credit under the RFS for doing so. This puts rural jobs and local government
infrastructure at risk in vital sectors of our economy, including farming, forestry, logging and
waste-to-energy.

As the Administration considers changes to the 2020 Renewable Volume Obligation, including
electricity should be a top priority.

Sincerely,
%ﬁd_ W&L_ TP Vasgl Hormn—
Jeanne Shaheen Margaret Wood Hassan
United States Senator United States Senator
Ann McLane Kuster Chris Pappas

Member of Congress Member of Congress



Cc: Sonny Perdue, Secretary, U.S. Department of Agriculture

Stephen Censky, Deputy Secretary, U.S. Department of Agriculture

Francis Brooke, Special Assistant to the President for Economic Policy

Joe Grogan, Assistant to the President, Director of the Domestic Policy Council
Anne Idsal, Acting Assistant Administrator for the Office of Air and Radiation






MAnited Dtates Dmate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510

June 29, 2018

The Honorable Scott Pruitt
Administrator

Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20460

Dear Administrator Pruitt:

We write today to thank the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for hosting the first per-
and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) comimunity engagement event in Exéter, New
Hampshire.

Granite Staters have been national leaders in advocating for the health and safety of their
families and neighbors, and this productive forum was an important first step in ensuring that
communities impacted by PFAS contamination have a seat at the table and an opportunity for
their voices to be heard. We are hopeful that the EPA will take the concemns and
recommendations that were raised by community leéaders, as well as state and local officials, to
help inform future meaningful federal action on these chemicals. This includes advancing
conversations-and solutions that consider the entire class of PFAS ¢hemicals.

As you know, PFAS contamination in drinking water is an issue not only in our home state of
New Hampshire, but across the country. It is critical for the EPA to take immediate action to
protect citizens from further contamination and ensure that responsible parties are held liable for
addressing any resulting health and safety concerns.

In order to address this problem, the EPA has said it is “beginning the necessary steps to propose
designating PFOA and PFOS as ‘hazardous substances’ through one of the available statutory
mechanisms, including potentially Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and.
Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 102.” By doing so, PFAS will be covered under the EPA’s
CERCLA, and therefore require responsible parties to be held accountable for any future release.
It is appropriate that the EPA evaluates the necessary steps for such a designation, which has
support throughout communities affected by PFAS contamination, and we respectfully request
additional information about the steps and timeline the EPA is taking to consider this proposal.

As EPA staff travels to other commiunities impacted by PFAS contamination, we encourage the
agency to continue listening, and to not lose sight of the urgent need to move forward in
protecting our citizens and our natural resources from these toxic chemicals. Hosting similar
events in other regions of the country is important, but we hope that the agency will take action




to address PFAS concurrently with future engagement events instead of waiting until they are all
completed.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. We look forward to hearing more about what next
steps the EPA will take to protect New Hampshire and our.country from PFAS contamination.

Sincerely,

Margaret Wood Hassan “Jeanne Shaheen !
United States Senator United States Senator




Nnited States Denate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510

September 10, 2018

The Honorable Andrew Wheeler The Honorable Heidi King
Acting Administrator Deputy Administrator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency NHTSA Headquarters

1200 Pennsylvania Ave NW 1200 New Jersey Avenue SE
Washington, DC 20460 Washington, DC 20590

Dear Acting Administrator Wheeler and Acting Administrator King:

We are writing in response to the joint proposed Safer Affordable Fuel-Efficient Vehicles
Rules for Model Years 2021-2026 Passenger Cars and Light Trucks (NHTSA-2018-
0067/EPA-HQ-OAR-2018-0283) to voice our strong support for maintaining the current
Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) and greenhouse gas emissions standards for
light duty trucks and passenger vehicles, known as the One National Program.
Additionally, we request that as you engage in the formal rulemaking process to amend
these standards that you do so in a way that allows for increased public participation.

The currently allotted 60 day window for the comment period does not afford the public
adequate opportunity to weigh in on the proposal. To allow for increased public
participation, we request that you lengthen the public comment period from 60 days to
120 days, providing all Americans with sufficient time to understand and comment on the
proposed rule.

We also request that the deadline for comments on NHTSA’s draft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the joint proposed rule be extended from the current deadline of
September 24, 2018, to align with the requested 120 day comment period. The draft EIS
and the joint proposed rule are closely intertwined, yet the published joint proposed rule
and all of its supporting data were not available until nearly two weeks after the comment
period opened for the EIS.

It is critical that all Americans have the opportunity to comment on a proposal of this
magnitude. The proposed rule would not only impact the fuel efficiency of passenger
vehicles, but it would also harm human health, increase consumer expenses, hurt the auto






industry workforce, and stifle technological innovation!. Furthermore, a proposal of this
scale — which seeks to preempt state regulations and revoke California’s Clean Air Act
waiver — would benefit from the additional time and opportunity for input from
stakeholders regarding the rule’s impacts on California and the 12 states and Washington,
D.C. that have adopted California’s standards.

Public participation is critical to our nation’s regulatory process. Therefore, we urge you
to extend the comment period from 60 days to 120 days and extend the deadline for
comments on NHTSA’s draft EIS to align with the requested 120 day comment period
for the joint proposed rule.

Sincerely,

Mo C T

ala D. Harris J Dianne Feinstein
nited States Senator United States Senator
Charles E. Schumer Edward J. erkM
United States Senator United States Senator

Wy

Jeffrey A. Merkley
United States Senator United States Senator

L hitps://www.brookings.edu/blog/the-avenue/2018/08/03/the-trump-administrations-fuel-efficiency-proposal-is-unnecessary-
and-harmful/






) Richard Blumenthal ' Patrick Leahy
United States Senator United States Senator
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United States Senator United States Senator

Catherine Cortez Masto Tina Smith

United States Senator United States Senator
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Maria Cantwell
United States Senator
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United States Senator
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Congress of the United States
YWashington, BE 20515

September 22, 2020

Mr. Dennis Deziel

Administrator, Region 1
Environmental Protection Agency
5 Post Office Square

Boston, MA 02103

Dear Administrator Deziel:

We write regarding the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permit for the Merrimack Station Power Plant in Bow, NH. It is our understanding that
portions of this permit will be finalized later this month and that there are substantial
differences between the final permit and draft permits issued in both 2011 and 2014.
Specifically, we have heard concerns from our constituents in New Hampshire regarding
thermal pollution in the Merrimack River and the elimination of a requirement for the
installation of cooling towers in the final permit. Based on these concerns, we ask that
you provide answers to the following questions:

1. There are more than 350 coal-burning power plants in the United States.
Could you please provide the most up-to-date data on the number of these
coal-burning plants that have permits that require cooling towers onsite?

2. We have heard from our constituents that the lack of cooling towers at
Merrimack Station will contribute to an environment where invasive species,
such as the Zebra Mussel, can thrive in the Merrimack River. Can you please
explain how the in-stream monitoring requirements and temperature limits in
the final permit will address these concerns and whether they would protect
against all invasive species?

3. It is our understanding that temperature limits are only triggered if a 45-day
rolling capacity factor exceeds 40 percent. However, after reviewing EPA data
on capacity for units 1 and 2 at Merrimack Station, the plant has rarely met
this capacity factor in recent years. Please explain how the Merrimack River’s
temperature will be monitored to ensure protections against invasive species
when the capacity factor trigger is not met.

With the last NPDES permit for Merrimack Station expiring in 1997 and administratively
continued since, we understand that need to finalize this permit. We greatly appreciate
your attention to the above questions and ask for a timely response in order to respond to
our constituents. Please do not hesitate to contact Peter Clark in Senator Shaheen’s Office
(peter_clark@shaheen.senate.gov), Kerry Holmes in Senator Hassan’s Office

(kerry holmes@hassan.senate.gov) or Charlotte Harris in Congresswoman Kuster’s




Office (charlotte.harris@mail.house.gov) with any questions you may have. Thank you
for the consideration of this request.

Sincerely,
; 12:&&,@5&42 o W /\‘Vnnu\..-——-
Jeanne Shaheen Maggie Hassan
United States Senator United States Senator

Do Mt e

Ann McLane Kuster
Member of Congress
















Nnited States Senate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510

March 20, 2019

The Honorable Patrick M. Shanahan The Honorable Andrew Wheeler
Acting Secretary of Defense Administrator

U.S. Department of Defense U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1000 Defense Pentagon Office of the Administrator
Washington, D.C. 20301 1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.

Washington, DC 20460

Dear Acting Secretary Shanahan and Administrator Wheeler:

We write to you regarding an article published on March 14, 2019, in the New York Times citing
that the Department of Defense (DOD) is requesting the White House adopt substantially weaker
standards for groundwater pollution caused by per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) than
those suggested by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). If this reporting is accurate, the
DOD’s actions may endanger the health of servicemembers and families who live and work near
the 401 military installations where there are known or suspected releases of PFAS chemicals in
the drinking water or groundwater.! We urge you to act in the best interests of impacted
communities and support efforts to develop groundwater and drinking water standards that will
protect the public from the health hazards associated with PFAS contamination.

As you are aware, PFAS materials are a byproduct of aqueous film forming foam (AFFF), a fire
suppressant agent used at military installations, and have been associated with a variety of
adverse human health effects, including birth defects and immune system dysfunction. Given the
significant public health concerns related to these chemicals, immediate action must be taken to
reduce exposure to PFAS and address any potential negative health effects contamination from
these materials may have on our communities.

On February 13, 2019, the EPA released its PFAS management plan, and committed to
developing interim groundwater cleanup recommendations that will assist state and federal
agencies in protecting drinking water supplies at sites contaminated by perfluorooctanoic acid
(PFOA) and perfluorooctanesulfonic acid (PFOS), two PFAS chemicals contained in
formulations of AFFF. Regrettably, the New York Times and additional reports? suggest that the
DOD has strongly opposed groundwater cleanup guidelines recommended by the EPA, and
instead suggested that remedial action for PFOA and PFOS should not occur unless the
concentration levels of these chemicals exceed 400 parts per trillion or higher. This value is
nearly six times higher than the EPA’s lifetime health advisory for these chemicals. Such

1 U.S. Government Accountability Office. (2018, September). Drinking Water: Status of DOD Efforts to Address
Drinking Water Contaminants Used in Firefighting Foam. (Publication No. GAO-18-700T). Retrieved from GAO
Reports Main Page via GPO Access database: https://www.gao.gov/index.html

2 hitps://www.epw.senate.gov/public/_cache/files/d/f/df1 ec8c0-baab-4958-aafd-
eb1594e49524/9662C3E795CC2215BEE062423EF2 ADD5.03-13-19-senator-carper-to-epa-002-.pdf



extreme contamination levels pose an unacceptable risk to impacted communities and would
substantially limit the number of sites eligible for cleanup and remediation.

Setting a containment level that provides the highest level of safety for our servicemembers,
military families and neighboring communities should be critical for this administration. This
can only happen if the DOD and EPA are constructive partners. Therefore, we reiterate the
request of our colleagues® and ask that you provide our offices with any communications your
agencies have had with the White House as well as communications between DOD and EPA
regarding the establishment of standards for PFAS chemicals and groundwater pollution related
to these chemicals. We also request that the DOD and EPA provide a joint agency briefing to our
offices and interested members on interagency efforts on this issue, as well as regular updates on
the progress of those efforts.

As the leaders of agencies paramount to the safety and security of our nation, it is crucial that
DOD and EPA work collaboratively to address the health and environmental challenges
associated with PFAS. We thank you for your attention to this important matter and look forward
to your timely response.

Sincerely,
'
i JEANNE SHAHEEN MARGﬁT WOOD HASSAN
United States Senator United States Senator
SHERROD BROWN )

United States Senagor

United States Senat

RTIN HEINRICH i ABE
United States Senator United States Senator
@O‘Q atl 7 .
TOM UDALL ROBERT P. CASEY, JR.
United States Senator United States Senator

3 https://www.epw.senate.gov/public/_cache/files/e/1/e1bd72fd-d20f-439f-8cf7-
50d84e64212¢/90C9AD42 1 BF2C45F763C1A8558109853 shanahan---03-06-191tr-to-wheeler-pfas-action-plan.pdf



KIRSTEN GILLIBRAND
United States Senator

a_% Mora~
ﬁMMY?ALDWIN PATTY URRAY 6]

United States Senator United States Senator

JOE MANCHINAII

United States Sejator nited States Senator
BERNARD SANDERS MARIA CANTWELL
United States Senator United States Senator
PATRICK LEAHY 4

United States Senator



a















Congress of the United States

Washington, BE 20510
October 28, 2019

The Honorable Andrew Wheeler
Administrator

Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Ave. NW
Washington, DC 20004

Dear Administrator Wheeler:

We write to urge you once more to include electricity in the Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS)
program in time for electricity producers to participate in the 2020 market.

More must be done to ensure that biofuels producers have access to the markets. Congress
intended electricity to be part of the program when it passed RFS2 in 2007 as part of the Energy
Independence and Security Act. Congress mandated a renewable volume obligation of 8.5 billion
gallons for 2019 for the cellulosic fuel category, where most electricity would qualify. However
EPA has achieved only 418 million gallons for this year. It is well past time for the EPA to
include electricity in the renewable volume obligations.

Failing to include electricity has had, and will continue to have, dire consequences for electricity
producers who cannot participate in the program and the supply chains that rely on them.
Biomass, biogas and waste-to-energy producers are making biofuels available for transportation
but are receiving no credit under the RFS for doing so. This puts rural jobs and local government
infrastructure at risk in vital sectors of our economy, including farming, forestry, logging and
waste-to-energy.

As the Administration considers changes to the 2020 Renewable Volume Obligation, including
electricity should be a top priority.

Sincerely,
%ﬁd_ W&L_ TP Vasgl Hormn—
Jeanne Shaheen Margaret Wood Hassan
United States Senator United States Senator
Ann McLane Kuster Chris Pappas

Member of Congress Member of Congress



Cc: Sonny Perdue, Secretary, U.S. Department of Agriculture

Stephen Censky, Deputy Secretary, U.S. Department of Agriculture

Francis Brooke, Special Assistant to the President for Economic Policy

Joe Grogan, Assistant to the President, Director of the Domestic Policy Council
Anne Idsal, Acting Assistant Administrator for the Office of Air and Radiation






MAnited Dtates Dmate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510

June 29, 2018

The Honorable Scott Pruitt
Administrator

Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20460

Dear Administrator Pruitt:

We write today to thank the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for hosting the first per-
and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) comimunity engagement event in Exéter, New
Hampshire.

Granite Staters have been national leaders in advocating for the health and safety of their
families and neighbors, and this productive forum was an important first step in ensuring that
communities impacted by PFAS contamination have a seat at the table and an opportunity for
their voices to be heard. We are hopeful that the EPA will take the concemns and
recommendations that were raised by community leéaders, as well as state and local officials, to
help inform future meaningful federal action on these chemicals. This includes advancing
conversations-and solutions that consider the entire class of PFAS ¢hemicals.

As you know, PFAS contamination in drinking water is an issue not only in our home state of
New Hampshire, but across the country. It is critical for the EPA to take immediate action to
protect citizens from further contamination and ensure that responsible parties are held liable for
addressing any resulting health and safety concerns.

In order to address this problem, the EPA has said it is “beginning the necessary steps to propose
designating PFOA and PFOS as ‘hazardous substances’ through one of the available statutory
mechanisms, including potentially Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and.
Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 102.” By doing so, PFAS will be covered under the EPA’s
CERCLA, and therefore require responsible parties to be held accountable for any future release.
It is appropriate that the EPA evaluates the necessary steps for such a designation, which has
support throughout communities affected by PFAS contamination, and we respectfully request
additional information about the steps and timeline the EPA is taking to consider this proposal.

As EPA staff travels to other commiunities impacted by PFAS contamination, we encourage the
agency to continue listening, and to not lose sight of the urgent need to move forward in
protecting our citizens and our natural resources from these toxic chemicals. Hosting similar
events in other regions of the country is important, but we hope that the agency will take action




to address PFAS concurrently with future engagement events instead of waiting until they are all
completed.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. We look forward to hearing more about what next
steps the EPA will take to protect New Hampshire and our.country from PFAS contamination.

Sincerely,

Margaret Wood Hassan “Jeanne Shaheen !
United States Senator United States Senator




Nnited States Denate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510

September 10, 2018

The Honorable Andrew Wheeler The Honorable Heidi King
Acting Administrator Deputy Administrator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency NHTSA Headquarters

1200 Pennsylvania Ave NW 1200 New Jersey Avenue SE
Washington, DC 20460 Washington, DC 20590

Dear Acting Administrator Wheeler and Acting Administrator King:

We are writing in response to the joint proposed Safer Affordable Fuel-Efficient Vehicles
Rules for Model Years 2021-2026 Passenger Cars and Light Trucks (NHTSA-2018-
0067/EPA-HQ-OAR-2018-0283) to voice our strong support for maintaining the current
Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) and greenhouse gas emissions standards for
light duty trucks and passenger vehicles, known as the One National Program.
Additionally, we request that as you engage in the formal rulemaking process to amend
these standards that you do so in a way that allows for increased public participation.

The currently allotted 60 day window for the comment period does not afford the public
adequate opportunity to weigh in on the proposal. To allow for increased public
participation, we request that you lengthen the public comment period from 60 days to
120 days, providing all Americans with sufficient time to understand and comment on the
proposed rule.

We also request that the deadline for comments on NHTSA’s draft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the joint proposed rule be extended from the current deadline of
September 24, 2018, to align with the requested 120 day comment period. The draft EIS
and the joint proposed rule are closely intertwined, yet the published joint proposed rule
and all of its supporting data were not available until nearly two weeks after the comment
period opened for the EIS.

It is critical that all Americans have the opportunity to comment on a proposal of this
magnitude. The proposed rule would not only impact the fuel efficiency of passenger
vehicles, but it would also harm human health, increase consumer expenses, hurt the auto






industry workforce, and stifle technological innovation!. Furthermore, a proposal of this
scale — which seeks to preempt state regulations and revoke California’s Clean Air Act
waiver — would benefit from the additional time and opportunity for input from
stakeholders regarding the rule’s impacts on California and the 12 states and Washington,
D.C. that have adopted California’s standards.

Public participation is critical to our nation’s regulatory process. Therefore, we urge you
to extend the comment period from 60 days to 120 days and extend the deadline for
comments on NHTSA’s draft EIS to align with the requested 120 day comment period
for the joint proposed rule.

Sincerely,

Mo C T

ala D. Harris J Dianne Feinstein
nited States Senator United States Senator
Charles E. Schumer Edward J. erkM
United States Senator United States Senator

Wy

Jeffrey A. Merkley
United States Senator United States Senator

L hitps://www.brookings.edu/blog/the-avenue/2018/08/03/the-trump-administrations-fuel-efficiency-proposal-is-unnecessary-
and-harmful/






) Richard Blumenthal ' Patrick Leahy
United States Senator United States Senator
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Chris Van Hollen Ron Wyden

United States Senator United States Senator
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United States Senator United States Senator
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United States Senator United States Senator
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United States Senator United States Senator
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United States Senator United States Senator
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Maria Cantwell
United States Senator
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Cory A. Booker
United States Senator

Jack Reed
United States Senator

Kirsten Gillibrand
United States Senator
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ited States Senator
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United States Senator

Un ed States Senator
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United States Senator
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United States Senator
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United States Senator
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Congress of the United States
YWashington, BE 20515

September 22, 2020

Mr. Dennis Deziel

Administrator, Region 1
Environmental Protection Agency
5 Post Office Square

Boston, MA 02103

Dear Administrator Deziel:

We write regarding the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permit for the Merrimack Station Power Plant in Bow, NH. It is our understanding that
portions of this permit will be finalized later this month and that there are substantial
differences between the final permit and draft permits issued in both 2011 and 2014.
Specifically, we have heard concerns from our constituents in New Hampshire regarding
thermal pollution in the Merrimack River and the elimination of a requirement for the
installation of cooling towers in the final permit. Based on these concerns, we ask that
you provide answers to the following questions:

1. There are more than 350 coal-burning power plants in the United States.
Could you please provide the most up-to-date data on the number of these
coal-burning plants that have permits that require cooling towers onsite?

2. We have heard from our constituents that the lack of cooling towers at
Merrimack Station will contribute to an environment where invasive species,
such as the Zebra Mussel, can thrive in the Merrimack River. Can you please
explain how the in-stream monitoring requirements and temperature limits in
the final permit will address these concerns and whether they would protect
against all invasive species?

3. It is our understanding that temperature limits are only triggered if a 45-day
rolling capacity factor exceeds 40 percent. However, after reviewing EPA data
on capacity for units 1 and 2 at Merrimack Station, the plant has rarely met
this capacity factor in recent years. Please explain how the Merrimack River’s
temperature will be monitored to ensure protections against invasive species
when the capacity factor trigger is not met.

With the last NPDES permit for Merrimack Station expiring in 1997 and administratively
continued since, we understand that need to finalize this permit. We greatly appreciate
your attention to the above questions and ask for a timely response in order to respond to
our constituents. Please do not hesitate to contact Peter Clark in Senator Shaheen’s Office
(peter_clark@shaheen.senate.gov), Kerry Holmes in Senator Hassan’s Office

(kerry holmes@hassan.senate.gov) or Charlotte Harris in Congresswoman Kuster’s




Office (charlotte.harris@mail.house.gov) with any questions you may have. Thank you
for the consideration of this request.

Sincerely,
; 12:&&,@5&42 o W /\‘Vnnu\..-——-
Jeanne Shaheen Maggie Hassan
United States Senator United States Senator

Do Mt e

Ann McLane Kuster
Member of Congress


















